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Chapter 1.  Introduction

1.1 Background

Greater Sage-Grouse (GRSG; Centrocerus urophasianus) are large, ground-dwelling birds that
reside primarily in sagebrush ecosystems. Sagebrush ecosystems were and, in some respects,
still are ubiquitous across the intermountain regions of western North America. While
historical Euro-American settlement of these lands has been slower and sparser than in other
regions of the country, habitat conversion to suit human purposes has contributed to
widespread loss and decline of sagebrush habitat availability or quality and associated wildlife
populations. These human purposes include agriculture and urban development, energy and
mineral resource development, and a long history of dispersed (but sometimes intensive)
uses such as domestic grazing.

More recently, large wildfires, often fueled or exacerbated by invasive plant species such as
cheatgrass, have led to large areas of sagebrush loss in the intermountain west and Great
Basin. The estimated distribution of contiguous sagebrush habitats, prior to Euro-American
contact (Schroeder et al. 2004), was nearly twice that which is available today. This influences
the availability of habitat for GRSG across the species’ range (Figure 1-1, Greater Sage-
Grouse Distribution). Although early documentation is sparse and possibly unreliable, it is
suspected that GRSG were similarly more abundant historically at a continental scale
(Schroeder et al. 2004). GRSG population trends are variable across their distribution, and
while some populations appear stable, population numbers show long-term declines
collectively across several regions (Connelly et al. 2004). Proximate reasons for population
declines differ across the range-wide distribution of GRSG, but ultimately, the underlying
cause is loss of suitable sagebrush habitat (Connelly and Braun 1997; Leonard et al. 2000;
Aldridge et al. 2008).

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) directs the United States
(US) Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to develop and
periodically revise or amend its Land Use Plans (LUPs), which guide management of BLM-
administered lands. The National Forest Management Act of 1976 (NFMA) directs the US
Department of Agriculture (USDA) Forest Service to develop and periodically revise or
amend its Land and Resource Management Plans (LRMPs), which guide management of
Forest Service-administered lands. For the purpose of this document, the term LUP applies
to all BLM Resource Management Plans (RMPs) and older Management Framework Plans
(MFPs) and Forest Service LRMPs.

This plan amendment effort is the result of the July 2011, BLM National Greater Sage-
Grouse Planning Strategy (Strategy) (BLM 2011). The Strategy responds to the March 2010,
US Fish and Wildlife Service (USEFWS) 72-Month Finding for Petitions to List the Greater Sage-
Grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) as Threatened or Endangered (75 Federal Register [FR] 13910,
March 23, 2010) (2010 Finding). In the 2010 Finding, the USFWS concluded that GRSG
was “warranted, but precluded” for listing as a threatened or endangered species. The
USKFWS reviewed the status and threats to GRSG in relation to the five Listing Factors
provided in Section 4(a)(1) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Of the five Listing Factors
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Figure 1-1
Greater Sage-Grouse Distribution
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reviewed, the USFWS determined that Factor A, “#he present or threatened destruction, modification,
or curtailment of the habitat or range of the Greater Sage-Grouse,” and Factor D, “the inadequacy of
existing regulatory mechanisms” posed “a significant threat to the Greater Sage-Grouse now and in the
Joreseeable future” (USFWS 2010) (emphasis added). The USFWS identified the conservation
measures in LUPs as the principal regulatory mechanisms for the BLM and Forest Service.

In response to the USFWS findings, the BLM and Forest Service intend to prepare plan
amendments with associated Environmental Impact Statements (EISs) to incorporate
specific conservation measures across the range of the GRSG, consistent with national BLM
and Forest Service policy. The planning strategy will evaluate the adequacy of BLM and
Forest Service LUPs and address, as necessary, amendments throughout the range of the
GRSG (with the exception of the bi-state population in California and Nevada and the
Washington State distinct population segment, which will be addressed through other
planning efforts). The BLM is the lead agency and the FS is a cooperating agency in
developing these EISs. These EISs have been coordinated under two administrative
planning regions: the Rocky Mountain Region and the Great Basin Region. These regions
are drawn roughly to correspond with the threats identified by the FWS in the 2010 listing
decision, along with the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA)
Management Zones framework (National Sage-grouse Conservation Planning Framework
Team, December 20006).

The Rocky Mountain Region comprises LUPs in the states of Montana, North Dakota,
South Dakota, Wyoming, Colorado, and portions of Utah. This region comprises the
WAFWA Management Zones 1 (Great Plains), II (Wyoming Basin), and a portion of VII
(Colorado Plateau). The USFWS has identified a number of threats in this region, the major
ones being habitat loss and fragmentation caused by development (e.g., oil and gas
development, energy transmission, and wind energy development).

The Great Basin Region comprises LUPs in California, Nevada, Oregon, Idaho, and
portions of Utah and Montana. This region comprises the WAFWA Management Zones 111
(Southern Great Basin), IV (Snake River Plain), and V (Northern Great Basin). The USFWS
has identified a number of threats in this region, the major ones being wildfire, loss of native
habitat to invasive species, and habitat fragmentation.

Both the Rocky Mountain and Great Basin regions are further divided into sub-regions,
which is the level of this National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (NEPA)
analysis. These sub-regions are generally based on the identified threats to the GRSG and
the WAFWA Management Zones (see Figure 1-2, BLM USEFS GRSG Planning Strategy
Sub-region/EIS  Boundaries, showing the subregional boundaries and WAFWA
Management Zones).
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Figure 1-2
BLM USFS GRSG Planning Strategy Sub—region/ EIS Boundatries
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On December 9, 2011, a Notice of Intent was published in the Federal Register to initiate
the amendment of LUPs across nine western states, including California, Oregon, Nevada,
Idaho, Utah, and Southwest Montana in the Great Basin Region and Northwest Colorado,
Wyoming, Montana, South Dakota, and North Dakota in the Rocky Mountain Region. This
Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Regional Plan Amendment and EIS is one of fifteen
separate EISs that are currently being conducted to analyze and incorporate specific
conservation measures across the range of the GRSG, consistent with National BLM and
Forest Service policy. A goal of all such LUPAs is to ensure consistency of goals objectives

and management actions, to the extent practicable, across the region, as well as across the
range of the GRSG.

On December 27, 2011, the BLM Washington Office released Instructional Memorandum
(IM) No. 2012-044, BLM National Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Planning Strategy. This IM
provides direction to all of the planning efforts across the GRSG range to consider all
applicable conservation measures when revising or amending its LUPs in GRSG habitat,
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including the measures developed by the NTT that were presented in the December 2011
document — A Report on National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures (NTT Report),
included as Attachment 1 of the IM. The IM also directs the inclusion and refinement of
preliminary priority habitat (PPH) and preliminary general habitat (PGH) to be used in
applying the conservation measures included in the NTT Report. The conservation measures
developed by the NTT, should be considered in the land use planning process. The NT'T
report provides the latest science and best biological judgment, as of December 2011, to
assist in making management decisions relating to the GRSG. The IM requires that the BLM
consider all applicable conservation measures developed by the NTT when revising or
amending its RMPs in GRSG habitat.

To augment this planning document at a biologically meaningful scale for GRSG, a Baseline
Environmental Report (BER) for GRSG was produced by the US Geological Survey
(USGS) for the BLM and Forest Service (Manier et al. 2013). The BER is a science support
document that provides information to provide context for the individual planning units and
issues within the larger WAFWA GRSG MZs. The BER examines each threat identified in
the USFWS listing decision and summarizes the current scientific understanding of various
impacts on GRSG populations and habitats. When available, the BER also identifies
patterns, thresholds, indicators, metrics, and measured responses that quantify the impacts of
each specific threat.

1.1.1 Forest Service Involvement

The Forest Service is a cooperating agency with the BLM as part of the BLM GRSG
Planning Strategy. Across the range of the GRSG the Forest Service manages approximately
8 percent of the total GRSG habitat. Combined with the approximately 52 percent managed
by the BLM, both agencies manage approximately 60 percent of GRSG habitat across its
range (Knick 2011).

The Forest Service has partnered with the BLM to help complete the LUPAs and EISs to
implement the Strategy. As part of the initial Notice of Intent published in the Federal
Register on December 9, 2011, numerous Forest Service LUPs were identified to be
amended through this combined effort. After further evaluation a Notice of Correction was
published in the Federal Register on February, 10, 2012, which added several additional
Forest Service LUPs to the list of plans to be amended through this process.

The Forest Service “Interim Conservation Recommendations for Greater Sage-Grouse and
Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat” (Forest Service Washington Office [WO] 2600 Memo,
October 2, 2012) provides interim recommendations for GRSG and habitat management in
Forest Service Regions 1, 2, and 4, on the 20 Forest Service units involved in the GRSG land
use planning process. These recommendations are applicable until interim directives are
adopted or until the amendment for the LUP unit is completed (77 Federal Register 12792;
March 2, 2012). The recommendations identify considerations for project decision-making
as well as existing direction and legal requirements that may be relevant to Forest Service
management of GRSG habitat. The recommendations do not supersede more protective
conservation measures in existing LUPs. The goal is to promote consistency in management
of activities on Forest Service-administered lands with guidance in the BLM IM No. 2012-
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043, Greater Sage-Grouse Interim Management Policies and Procedures (December 22,
2011).

The Forest Service has structured its planning effort in a manner similar to the BLM
Strategy, with involvement at the national, regional and sub-regional levels, as described in
detail in Section 1.1.1. Since December 2011, the BLLM and Forest Service have been
working jointly through scoping, issue and alternative development, effects analysis and
document completion. At the culmination of this process, the Forest Service intends to issue
a separate Record of Decision (ROD) to amend or revise (if needed) Forest Service LUPs.

1.1.2 USFWS Involvement

The USFWS is a cooperating agency with the BLM as part of this Strategy. The USFWS is
ultimately responsible for the evaluation and findings regarding potential ESA listing of the
GRSG. The 2010 Finding indicated that GRSG is warranted for listing but precluded by
higher priority listing actions (“warranted but precluded”), this designation places the GRSG
on the federal list of candidate species.

The USFWS, in a separate but related effort, created a Conservation Objectives Team
(COT) to identify conservation objectives to ensure the long-term viability of the GRSG.
Recognizing the management expertise and authority of state wildlife agencies, this team is
composed of state and USFWS representatives. The COT identified range-wide
conservation objectives for the GRSG and defined “...the degree to which threats need to
be reduced or ameliorated to conserve sage-grouse so that it is no longer in danger of
extinction or likely to become in danger of extinction in the foreseeable future” (USFWS
2013). The COT is built on the guiding concepts of redundancy — multiple, geographically
dispersed population and habitats across a species’ range; representation — retention of
genetic, morphological, physiological, behavioral, habitat or ecological diversity; and
resilience — the ability of the species and its habitat to recover from disturbances. The COT
identifies priority areas for conservation (PAC) — the most important areas needed for
maintaining GRSG representation, redundancy, and resilience across the landscape. The
COT also identifies conservation objectives that are targeted at maintaining redundant,
representative and resilient GRSG habitats and populations. The conservation objectives
were based upon the best scientific and commercial data available at the time of the COT’s
release. The PACs and the conservation objectives will be incorporated into the BLM GRSG
Planning Strategy as appropriate for assessment and evaluation in the EIS. Figure 1-3
displays the PACs with respect to PPH and PGH and shows that the PACs are contained
within PPH and PGH.

1.1.3 State Government and Wildlife Agencies Involvement

The various state wildlife agencies are involved in the BLM GRSG planning strategy as
cooperating agencies and are involved with the RMTs and the Sub-Regional interdisciplinary
teams. While working to help develop the EIS, the states of Idaho and Utah have also
worked through their own authorities and processes to develop state plans to be included as
alternatives in the BLM GRSG Planning Strategy as a potential approach to management for
consideration by the BLM and Forest Service.
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Figure 1-3
USFWS Priority Areas for Conservation with Preliminary Priority and General Habitat
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In Montana, Governor Bullock established the Greater Sage-grouse Habitat Conservation
Advisory Council on February 2, 2013, by Executive Order. The purpose of the council is to
gather information, furnish advice, and provide to the Governor recommendations on
policies and actions for a state-wide strategy. The council will provide recommendations for
GRSG conservation to the governor by October 2013, and the governor will finalize a
Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy by January 31, 2014. The BLM
will use the strategy to inform the proposed alternative for this plan, to the extent possible.

1.1.4 Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region

The BLM Idaho and Montana state offices and Forest Service Beaverhead-Deerlodge, Boise,
Caribou, Challis, Salmon, Sawtooth, and Targhee national forests and Cutlew National
Grassland are preparing the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Regional EIS. This is to
consider amending up to 29 LUPs to incorporate conservation measures into the
management of GRSG habitat for all included BLM- and Forest Service-administered lands
(Figure 1-4). This planning area is the geographic area within which the BLM and Forest
Service will make decisions during this planning effort, and the planning area boundary
includes all lands regardless of jurisdiction. For this EIS, the planning area is the entire sub-
region (Figure 1-4). Lands addressed in the LUPA will be BLM- and Forest Service-
administered lands (including surface-estate and split-estate lands) in GRSG habitats. Any
decisions in the LUPA will apply only to federal lands or mineral estate administered by
either the BLM or the Forest Service. The LUPA will be limited to providing land use
direction specific to the conservation of GRSG and their habitat. The proposed LUPA is
intended to identify and incorporate appropriate regulatory mechanisms to maintain,
enhance, and restore GRSG habitat. It also is intended to eliminate, reduce, or minimize
threats to GRSG priority and general habitats on BLM- and Forest Service-administered
lands in the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-region. The proposed LUPA addresses
both ESA Listing Factors A and D (see Section 1.1 above) and is intended to provide
consistency in the management of GRSG habitats across Idaho and Southwestern Montana
Sub-region BLM and Forest Service offices. The LUPs identified in Table 1-1, BLM and
Forest Service Land Use Plans Proposed for Amendment, are proposed to be amended
during this effort to incorporate appropriate conservation measures.

Table 1-1
BLM and Forest Service Land Use Plans Proposed for Amendment

Managing Office

Year Effective

Land Use Plan

Bureau of Land Management

Bruneau Field Office, ID 1983 Bruneau MFP

Bruneau Field Office, ID Revision to start in Bruneau RMP Revision
2015

Burley Field Office, ID 1985 Cassia RMP

Butley Field Office, ID 1982 Twin Falls MFP

Challis Field Office, ID 1999 Challis RMP

Dillon Field Office, MT 2006 Dillon RMP

Four Rivers Field Office, ID 1988 Cascade RMP

Four Rivers Field Office, ID 1983 Kuna RMP
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BLM and Forest Service Land Use Plans Proposed for Amendment

Managing Office

Year Effective

Land Use Plan

Four Rivers Field Office, ID

In Development

Four Rivers RMP Revision

Four Rivers Field Office, ID 2008 Snake River Birds of Prey National
Conservation Area (NCA) RMP

Jarbidge Field Office, ID 1987 Jarbidge RMP

Jarbidge Field Office, ID In Development Jarbidge RMP Revision

Owvyhee Field Office, ID 1999 Owyhee RMP

Pocatello Field Office, ID 2012 Pocatello RMP

Salmon Field Office, ID 1987 Lemhi RMP

Shoshone Field Office, ID 2006 Craters of the Moon National Monument
RMP

Shoshone Field Office, ID 1975 Magic MFP

Shoshone Field Office, ID 1981 Sun Valley MFP

Shoshone Field Office, ID 1980 Bennett Hills/ Timmerman Hills MFP

Shoshone and Butley Field 1985 Monument RMP

Offices, ID

Shoshone and Butley Field

Revision to start in

Shoshone-Burley RMP Revision

Offices, ID 2015

Upper Snake Field Office, ID 1981 Little Lost-Birch Creek MFP
Upper Snake Field Office, ID 1985 Medicine Lodge RMP
Upper Snake Field Office, ID 1981 Big Desert MFP

Upper Snake Field Office, ID 1983 Big Lost MFP

Upper Snake Field Office, ID In Development Upper Snake RMP

Forest Service

Beaverhead-Deerlodge National 2009 Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest Plan

Forest, MT

Boise National Forest, ID 2010 Boise National Forest, Forest Plan
Amendments Proposed to Facilitate
Implementation of the Plan-Scale Wildlife
Conservation Strategy

Caribou-Targhee National 2002 Curlew National Grassland Management Plan

Forest, ID

Caribou-Targhee National 2003 Revised Forest Plan for the Caribou National

Forest, ID Forest

Caribou-Targhee National 1997 1997 Revised Forest Plan, Targhee National

Forest, ID Forest

Salmon-Challis National Forest, 1987 Challis National Forest Plan

1D

Salmon-Challis National Forest, 1988 Salmon National Forest Plan

1D

Sawtooth National Forest, 1D, 2012 Sawtooth National Forest Revised Forest Plan

UT
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Figure 1-4

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Regional Planning Area
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1.2 Purpose and Need

The BLM and the Forest Service are preparing a LUPA with associated EIS for LUPs
containing GRSG habitat. This effort responds to the USFWS’s 2010 Finding which
identified inadequacy of regulatory mechanisms as a significant threat. The USFWS
identified the principal regulatory mechanisms for the BLM and Forest Service as
conservation measures embedded in LUPs. Changes in management of GRSG habitats are
necessary to avoid the continued decline of populations that are anticipated across the
species’ range. These plan amendments will focus on areas affected by threats to the GRSG
habitat identified by the USFWS in the 2010 Finding. Within the Idaho and Southwestern
Montana Sub-region the primary threats to GRSG include habitat loss and fragmentation
due to increased occurrence of wildfire, expansion of invasive species, human development
and infrastructure. Table 1-2, Identified Threats to Greater Sage-Grouse , lists the threats, in
order of priority, that have been identified across the GRSG range and specifically within
Idaho and Montana. At the local scale, the relative risk of these threats may differ. For
example, even though the USFWS at the national level, the State of Idaho at the state level,
and the Challis Local Working Group (LWG) at the local level have identified predation as a
lower threat, the Custer County Board of Commissioners has identified excessive predation
as the greatest threat to GRSG within Custer County (see Appendix A).

Table 1-2
Identified Threats to Greater Sage-Grouse

USEWS 2010 Finding i(;OG Idaho GRSG Conservation | 2005 Montana GRSG Management
an Plan
Invasive Species Wildfire Fire
Infrastructure Infrastructure Harvest management
Fire Annual Grassland Livestock grazing management
Agriculture Livestock Impacts Noxious weed management
Grazing Human Disturbance Mining and energy development
Oil and Gas West Nile Virus Outreach, education, and
implementation;

Urbanization Prescribed Fire Power lines and generation facilities
Mining Seeded Perennial Grassland Predation
Conifer Invasion Climate Change Recreational disturbance of GRSG
Predation Conifer Encroachment Roads and motorized vehicles
Disease Isolated Populations Vegetation
Water Development Predation Other wildlife
Hunting Urban/Exurban Development
Climate Change Sagebrush Control

Insecticides

Agricultural Expansion

Sport Hunting

Mines/Landfills/Gravel Pits

Falconry

Source: USFWS 2010a; Idaho Sage-Grouse Advisory Committee 2006; Montana Sage-Grouse Work Group 2005
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The purpose of the LUPA is to identify and incorporate appropriate conservation measures
into LUPs to conserve, enhance, and restore GRSG habitat by reducing, eliminating, or
minimizing threats to that habitat. The BLM will consider such measures in the context of its
multiple-use mandate under the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA).
Because the BLM and Forest Service administer a large portion of the GRSG habitat within
the affected states, changes in BLM and Forest Service management of GRSG habitats are
anticipated to have a considerable beneficial impact on present and future GRSG
populations.

1.3 Description of the Greater Sage-Grouse Planning Area
1.3.1 Overview

The Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-region includes BLLM- and Forest Service-
administered lands in Idaho and southwestern Montana, excluding the Idaho panhandle
(Figure 1-3 and Table 1-3, Acres of GRSG Habitat by Surface Management). The specific
field offices and national forests included in the planning area are: Bruneau Field Office,
Burley Field Office, Challis Field Office, Four Rivers Field Office, Jarbidge Field Office,
Owyhee Field Office, Pocatello Field Office, Salmon Field Office, Shoshone Field Office,
Upper Snake Field Office, Boise National Forest, Caribou-Targhee National Forest, Cutlew
National Grassland, Salmon-Challis National Forest, and Sawtooth National Forest in Idaho;
and Butte Field Office, Dillon Field Office, and Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest in
southwest Montana. The Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-region also includes the
portion of the Sawtooth National Forest located within Box Elder County in Utah, and the
maps of the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA will display these
lands as part of the planning area. The acres of GRSG habitat by county is displayed in
Table 1-4, Acres of GRSG Habitat by County’ .

There are approximately 77,800 acres of BLM-administered lands in Elko County, Nevada,
located north of the Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest and south of the Idaho-Nevada
state line adjacent to the Bruneau and Jarbidge Field Offices in Idaho. For purposes of the
GRSG LUPAs in Idaho and in Nevada, planning for these lands will occur through the
Nevada and Northeastern California Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA, and the regulatory
measures and decisions that are put in place for the GRSG through the ROD will be
implemented and administered by the Jarbidge and Bruneau Field Offices in Idaho.
Therefore, the decision and planning areas for the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater
Sage-Grouse LUPA end at the Idaho/Nevada state line and will not include lands in
Nevada; however, maps will continue to include these Nevada lands as part of the Idaho and
Southwestern Montana Sub-region based on the recognized administrative boundary.

PPH and PGH have been delineated as defined by BLM IM No. 2012-043 for both Idaho
and Montana. Although slightly different processes were used to delineate these areas the
habitat described is analogous and will be discussed in conjunction for the purposes analysis.
In Idaho, PPH and PGH were identified based on a model incorporating sage-grouse
breeding bird density and lek connectivity models, informed with additional ancillary broad
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Table 1-3
Acres of GRSG Habitat by Surface Management
Surface Land Management Acres PPH Acres PGH Acres ?Iuts.l de Total
abitat Acres
BLM Total 7,266,502 1,993,711 3,469,923 12,730,136
BLM - Idaho 6,811,269 1,749,965 2,982,419 11,543,653
Bruneau Field Office 1,000,975 184,738 262,883 1,448,596
Burley Field Office 422,038 206,232 206,665 834,935
Challis Field Office 635,561 84,386 72,920 792,867
Four Rivers Field Office 162,179 190,816 901,410 1,254,405
Jarbidge Field Office 765,096 251,971 305,140 1,322,207
Owyhee Field Office 794,635 242,740 222,505 1,259,880
Pocatello Field Office 233,651 87,506 278,785 599,942
Salmon Field Office 311,068 51,666 131,220 493,954
Shoshone Field Office 1,092,382 262,015 368,782 1,723,179
Upper Snake Field Office 1,393,684 187,895 232,109 1,813,688
BLM — Montana 455,233 243746 487,504 1,186,483
Butte Field Office! 0 25,497 274,062 299,559
Dillon Field Office 455,233 218,249 213,442 886,924
Forest Service Total 963,016 897,476 12,027,664 | 13,887,758
Forest Service - Idaho 800,412 661,830 9,631,958 11,094,200
Sawtooth National Forest 281,887 212,366 1,605,803 2,100,056
Boise National Forest 21,371 53,728 2,131,461 2,206,560
Caribou-Targhee National Forest 148,636 187,053 2,223,553 2,559,242
Salmon-Challis National Forest 348,518 208,683 3,671,141 4,228 342
Forest Service - Montana 162,604 235,646 2,395,706 2,793,558
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National 162,604 235,646 2,395,706 2,793,558
Forest
US Fish and Wildlife Service 35,244 3,648 21,433 60,325
National Park Service 27,334 222,701 420,379 670,414
Department of Energy 378,042 182,455 1,672 562,169
Department of Defense 11,148 37,714 81,014 129,876
Bureau of Reclamation 3,171 22,729 217,720 243,620
Bureau of Indian Affairs 60,635 29,161 273,926 363,722
Indian Ttribe 143,949 10,672 188,991 343,612
Idaho State 642,411 368,186 802,820 1,813,417
Montana State 221,665 167,455 431,995 821,115
Private 2,137,373 2,235,327 12,762,174 17,134,874
Other 55,621 29,564 280,985 366,170
Total Acres: 11,946,111 6,200,799 30,980,696 | 49,127,208

Source: BLM 2013

Butte Field Office-administered lands atre not included as part of the analysis in this LUP/EIS except as requited in the

cumulative effects analysis.
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Table 1-4
Acres of GRSG Habitat by County™ °
Acres PPH Acres PGH GRSG Habitat (PPH & PGH) Percent
Percent Federal
County Forest BIM & Forest BIM & Forest BIM & County | Federal Habitat
BLM . Forest BLM . Forest BLM . Forest Acres PPH in .
Service . Service . Service . in
Service Service Service County C

ounty

Idaho
Ada 0 0 0 494 0 494 494 0 494 678,761 0 0
Adams 7,782 0 7,782 14,403 82 14,485 22,186 82 22,267 604,241 1 4
Bear Lake 43,527 1,623 45,150 4,694 612 5,306 48221 2,235 50,456 672,707 7 8
Bingham 87,804 0 87,804 96,541 0 96,541 184,345 0 184,345 | 1,356,817 6 14
Blaine 453,901 2,235 456,136 65,314 17,670 82,984 519,215 19,904 539,120 | 1,699,115 27 32
Bonneville 6,232 0 6,232 19,359 42,024 61,383 25,591 42,024 67,615 | 1,216,279 1 6
Butte 489,256 65,357 554,613 20,187 73,773 93,960 509,443 | 139,130 648,573 | 1,432,835 39 45
Camas 97,170 424 97,594 15,303 19,040 34,343 112,473 19,464 131,937 689,140 14 19
Caribou 7,437 0 7,437 9,079 2,029 11,108 16,516 2,029 18,545 | 1,150,848 1 2
Cassia 251,541 | 130,858 382,399 | 133,354 | 121,924 | 255,277 384,895 | 252,781 637,677 | 1,651,029 23 39
Clark 310,692 | 108,124 418,815 25,848 90,410 | 116,258 336,540 | 198,534 535,074 | 1,130,064 37 47
Custer 652,499 | 234,719 887,218 78,091 | 102,171 | 180,262 730,591 | 336,890 | 1,067,481 | 3,160,397 28 34
Elmore 108,396 26,164 134,561 57,713 53,759 | 111,471 166,109 79,923 246,032 | 1,986,141 7 12
Fremont 97,761 8,855 106,615 6,877 14,091 20,968 104,638 22,946 127,584 | 1,212,761 9 11
Gem 0 0 0 19,515 0 19,515 19,515 0 19,515 361,396 0 5
Gooding 194,965 0 194,965 18,087 0 18,087 213,052 0 213,052 469,856 41 45
Jefferson 169,076 0 169,076 12,241 0 12,241 181,317 0 181,317 707,743 24 26
Jerome 0 0 0 54,875 0 54,875 54,875 0 54,875 385,601 0 14
Lemhi 377,801 66,831 444,633 63,207 77,143 | 140,349 441,008 | 143974 584,982 | 2,924,468 15 20
Lincoln 306,095 0 306,095 | 129,684 0| 129,684 435,780 0 435,780 771,792 40 56
Madison 11,445 0 11,445 840 0 840 12,285 0 12,285 302,913 4 4
Minidoka 124,480 0 124,480 10,761 0 10,761 135,241 0 135,241 487,908 26 28

2Actes included are within the planning area. Acres for counties that extend beyond the planning area only reflect those acres within the county and within the planning

area. Counties which do not contain any federal PPH or PGH are not included in the table.
3Acreage totals may not match other tables exactly, as a result of rounding errors and GIS overlay offsets.
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Table 1-4
Acres of GRSG Habitat by County™ °

Acres PPH Acres PGH GRSG Habitat (PPH & PGH) Percent

Percent Federal

County Forest BIM & Forest BIM & Forest BIM & County | Federal Habitat

BLM . Forest BLM . Forest BLM . Forest Acres PPH in .
Service . Service . Service . in
Service Service Service County C

ounty

Oneida 172,261 43,598 215,858 65,725 17,853 83,579 237,986 61,451 299,437 768,976 28 39

Owyhee 2,344,473 0| 2,344,473 | 651,073 0| 651,073 | 2,995,546 0] 2995546 | 4,925,820 48 61

Payette 3,378 0 3,378 9,078 0 9,078 12,456 0 12,456 262,279 1 5

Power 82,109 4,101 86,210 35,845 2,411 38,256 117,954 6,512 124,466 922,962 13

Twin Falls 345,051 63,893 408,944 39,743 27,491 67,233 384,793 91,384 476,177 | 1,234,350 33 39

Washington 66,064 0 66,064 91,999 901 92,899 158,062 901 158,963 942,277 7 17
Montana

Beaverhead 431,635 | 126,198 557,833 | 123,347 | 139,458 | 262,805 554,982 | 265,656 820,638 | 3,560,552 16 23

Deer Lodge 0 0 0 599 109 708 599 109 708 474,401 0 0

Gallatin 0 0 0 326 0 326 326 0 326 | 1,685,611 0 0

Madison 23,616 39,822 63,438 97,523 | 100,736 | 198,259 121,139 | 140,558 261,697 | 2,300,198 3 11

Silver Bow 0 0 0 17,395 663 18,059 17,395 663 18,059 459,886 0 4

Utah
Box Elder? 0] 71,827] 71,827 ] 0 | 0 | 0 | 0] 71,827 71.827] 71,827 100 100

*Only acres for the Sawtooth National Forest that are located in Box Elder County are included; therefore, the only county acres contained in the Idaho and
southwestern Montana Sub-region are those administered by the Sawtooth National Forest.

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Gronse LUPA/ELS

October 2013

Chapter 1 — Introduction 1-15




(=

Idaho and Southwestern Montana
Draft LUPA/EIS

scale habitat data, seasonal habitat maps, connectivity information, expert opinion,
population persistence model, local priority areas and agriculture and conifer filters (Makela
and Major 2012).

In Montana, PPH was delineated based on Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Park’s (MFWP)
modeling of GRSG Core Areas using a model based on male lek attendance and refined with
seasonal habitat, telemetry, connectivity information and field review; occupied habitats not
identified as Core Areas were delineated as PGH (MFWP 2009).

Through this land use planning process, the BLM and Forest Service continue to refine PPH
and PGH data to: (1) identify priority habitat and analyze actions within priority habitat to
conserve GRSG habitat functionality, and/or where appropriate, improve habitat
functionality, and (2) identify general habitat and analyze actions within general habitat that
provide for major life history function (e.g., breeding, migration, or winter survival) in order
to maintain genetic diversity needed for sustainable GRSG populations.

While PPH and PGH delineations reflect a relatively broad characterization of habitat
priorities at the landscape scale, there may be variations or discrepancies locally due to the
nature of the modeling involved. For purposes of this planning effort, the April 2012 map
(Makela and Major 2012) provides a common basis for comparing baseline conditions and
impacts analysis for each alternative on GRSG habitat in the sub-region. For the remainder
of this document, PPH and PGH refer to the areas identified in the April 2012 map of
GRSG habitat (Figure 1-4).

The vast majority of the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-region lies within WAFWA
Management Zone (MZ) IV (Stiver et al. 2006). A small portion of southeastern Idaho is
within MZ II and is associated with the Wyoming Basin population. Within the sub-region,
GRSG occupy all or portions of ten population areas described in Connelly et al (2004;
Figure 1-5, Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Population Areas). Two
populations (Great Basin Core, Wyoming Basin) occupy habitat in adjacent states. Habitat
mapping has been coordinated across state boundaries.

The distribution of GRSG is closely aligned with the distribution of sagebrush-dominated
landscapes (Schroeder et al. 2004). In the sub-region, large expanses of sagebrush still occur
in portions of southwestern and south-central Idaho, in association with the Great Basin
Core population shared with Nevada, Oregon, and Utah, as well as in portions of the Snake-
Salmon-Beaverhead population north of the Snake River.

At broad scales, PPH and PGH encompass areas of intact sagebrush, suitable for GRSG
habitat needs. PPH and PGH may also contain inclusions of conifer encroachment and
perennial grass dominated areas, generally occupied by GRSG or potentially suitable for
future restoration. At finer scales, PPH and PGH encompass areas of intact suitable
sagebrush habitat that is generally occupied by GRSG, as well as areas of conifer expansion
and perennial grassland potentially suitable for future restoration.
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Figure 1-5
Idaho and Southwestern Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Population Areas
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If current trends in wildfire, populations and habitat activities continue, then populations of
sage-grouse in MZ IV are estimated to decline by 55 percent between 2007 and 2037, and by
66 percent in MZ II (USFWS 2010, citing unpublished version of Garton et al. 2011).
Modeling suggests that if current conditions and trends continue, at least 13 percent of the
GRSG populations may decline below effective population sizes of 50 within the next 30
years and at least 75 percent of the populations may decline below effective population sizes
of 500 within the next 100 years (Garton et al. 2011).

1.3.2 Land Uses

Land uses occurring within GRSG habitat on BLM- and Forest Service-administered lands
in the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-region are livestock grazing and associated
infrastructure; rights-of-way (ROWs) for a variety of linear and site-type facilities; travel and
recreation; off-highway vehicle (OHV) use; energy (nonrenewable, renewable, and
geothermal), mineral development (including hardrock and phosphate mining); and
geothermal leasing, exploration, and development.

These uses generally occur throughout the planning area to varying degrees. For example
phosphate leasing is typically confined to southeast Idaho and oil and gas leasing typically
occurs in the eastern portion of the sub-region. Livestock grazing occurs throughout the
sub-region as do recreation, OHV use and various ROW authorizations for linear and site-
type facilities.

1.4 Planning Process
1.4.1 BLM Planning Process

FLPMA requires the BLM to use RMPs as tools by which "present and future use is
projected" (43 United States Code [USC] 1701(a)(2)). FLPMA’s implementing regulations for
planning (43 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 1600), state that LUPs are a
preliminary step in the overall process of managing public lands "designed to guide and
control future management actions and the development of subsequent, more detailed and
limited scope plans for resources and uses" (43 CFR 1601.0-2). Public participation and
input are important components of land use planning.

Under BLM regulations, an RMP revision or amendment of an existing plan is a major
federal action requiring disclosure and documentation of environmental effects as described
in the NEPA. Thus, this EIS accompanies the amendment of the existing RMPs (Table 1-1).
This EIS analyzes the impacts of six alternatives for the Idaho and Southwestern Montana
Sub-region LUPA, including the No Action Alternative. The science used to analyze these
impacts is current through August 2013.

The BLLM uses a nine-step planning process (Figure 1-6, BLM Nine Step Planning Process)
to develop or revise RMPs (43 CEFR Part 1600 and planning program guidance in the BLM
Handbook H-1601-1, Land Use Planning Handbook (BLM 2005a)). The planning process is
designed to help the BLM identify the uses of BLM-administered lands desired by the public
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Figure 1-6
BLM Nine Step Planning Process

Draft LUPA/EIS

Step 1 — Identification of Issues

-

Step 2 — Development of Planming Crtena

-

3tep 3 — Inventory Data and Information Collection

-

Step 4 — Analysis of the Management Situation
(Optional step for a focused plan amendment)

-

Step 5 — Formulation of Altematives

-

Step 6 — Estimation of Impacts of Alternatives

-

Step 7 — Selection of the Preferred Alternative

-

Step B — Selection of the Resource Management Plan

-

Step 9 — Monitoring and Evaluation

Source: 43 CFR 16104
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and to consider these uses to the extent they are consistent with the laws established by
Congress and the policies of the executive branch of the federal government.

Once an RMP is approved, it may be changed through amendment. An amendment can be
initiated in response to monitoring and evaluation findings, new data, new or revised policy,
a change in circumstances or a proposed action that may result in a change in the scope of
resource uses or a change in the terms, conditions, and decisions of the approved plan. If the
BLM decides to prepare an EIS, the amending process shall follow the same procedure
required for preparation and approval of the plan, but the focus shall be limited to that
portion of the plan being amended (43 CFR 1610.5-5).

As depicted in Figure 1-6, the planning process is issue-driven (Step 1). The planning
process is undertaken to resolve management issues and problems as well as to take
advantage of management opportunities. The BLM uses the public scoping process to
identify planning issues to direct (drive) the revision or amendment of an existing plan. The
scoping process is also used to introduce the public to preliminary planning criteria, which
set the parameters or "sideboards" for conducting the planning process (Step 2).

The BLM uses existing data from files and other sources and collects new data to address
planning issues and to fill data gaps identified during public scoping (Step 3). Using these
data, information concerning the resource management programs, and the planning criteria,
the BLM completes an Analysis of the Management Situation (AMS) (Step 4) to describe
current management and develop or inform the affected environment portion of the LUP.
Typically, the AMS is conducted at the outset of planning for an entire LUP or LUP revision
and is incorporated by reference into development of a single focus plan amendment. AMSs
are required for plan revisions but not necessarily for plan amendments, and an AMS has not
been completed specific to this sub-regional planning effort. In this case, direction for the
plan amendment is provided through national policy (BLM IM 2012-044).

Results of the first four steps of the planning process clarify the purpose and need and
identify key planning issues that need to be addressed by the amendment. Key planning
issues reflect the focus of the LUP amendment and are described in more detail in Section
1.5.2, Issues Identified for Consideration in the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-
Region.

Alternatives constitute a range of management actions that set forth different priorities and
measures to emphasize certain uses or resource values over other uses or resource values
(usually  representing a continuum  from extraction and development to
preservation/conservation) pursuant to the multiple-use and sustained yield mandate, so as
to achieve certain goals or objectives consistent with the purpose and need. During
alternative formulation (Step 5), the BLM collaborates with cooperating agencies to identity
goals and objectives (desired outcomes) for resources and resource uses within the planning
area. The alternatives represent a reasonable range of planning strategies for managing
resources and resource uses. Chapter 2 of this document, Alternatives, describes and
summarizes the Preferred Alternative and the other draft alternatives considered in detail.
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This draft LUPA/EIS also includes an analysis of the impacts of the Preferred Alternative
and the other draft alternatives in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences (Step 6). With
input from cooperating agencies and BLM specialists, and consideration of planning issues,
planning criteria, and the impacts of alternatives, the BLM identifies and recommends a
preferred alternative from among the alternatives presented in the EIS (Step 7). This is
documented in the draft LUPA/EIS, which is then distributed for a 90-day public review
and comment period.

Following receipt and consideration of public comments on the draft LUPA/EIS and in
preparation of the Proposed LUPA/Final EIS, the BLM considers all comments it receives
during the public comment period (Step 8). The Proposed LUPA will be crafted, in whole or
in part, from components of the draft alternatives. This Proposed LUPA amends plans on
final approval of the Record of Decision.

Monitoring, the repeated measurement of activities and conditions over time, and evaluation,
in which the plan and monitoring data are reviewed to see if management goals and
objectives are being met and if management direction is sound, are components of plan
implementation (Step 9). Monitoring data gathered over time are examined and used to draw
conclusions on whether management actions are meeting stated objectives, and if not, why.
Conclusions are then used to make recommendations on whether to continue current
management or what changes need to be made in management practices to meet objectives.

The two types of monitoring of the planning process include implementation and
effectiveness monitoring. Land use plan monitoring is the process of (1) tracking the
implementation of land use planning decisions and (2) collecting and assessing
data/information necessary to evaluate the effectiveness of land use planning decisions. The
two types of monitoring are described below.

Implementation Monitoring: Implementation monitoring is the most basic type of
monitoring and simply determines whether planned activities have been implemented in the
manner prescribed by the plan. Some agencies call this compliance monitoring. This
monitoring documents the BLM's progress toward full implementation of the LUP decision.
There are no specific thresholds or indicators required for this type of monitoring.

Effectiveness Monitoring: Effectiveness monitoring is aimed at determining if the
implementation of activities has achieved the desired goals and objectives. Effectiveness
monitoring asks the question: Was the specified activity successful in achieving the
objective? This requires knowledge of the objectives established in the LUP as well as
indicators that can be measured. Indicators are established by technical specialists in order to
address specific questions, and thus to focus on collection of only necessary data. Success is
measured against the benchmark of achieving desired future conditions established by the
plan.

Regulations at 43 CFR 1610.4-9 require that the proposed LUPA establish intervals and
standards, as appropriate, for monitoring and evaluation of the plan, based on the sensitivity
of the resource decisions involved. Progress in meeting the plan objectives and adherence to
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the management framework established by the plan is reviewed periodically. The Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA state that agencies may
provide for monitoring to assure that their decisions are carried out and should do so in
important cases (40 CFR 1505.2(c)). To meet these requirements, the BLM will review the
plan on a regular schedule in order to provide consistent tracking of accomplishments and
provide information that can be used to develop annual budget requests to continue
implementation.

LUP evaluations will be used by BLM to determine if the decisions in the LUP, supported
by the accompanying NEPA analysis, are still valid. Evaluation of the LUP will generally be
conducted every five years per BLM policy, unless unexpected actions, new information, or
significant changes in other plans, legislation, or litigation triggers an evaluation. LUP
evaluations determine if decisions are being implemented, whether mitigation measures are
satisfactory, whether there are significant changes in the related plans of other entities,
whether there are new data of significance to the plan, and if decisions should be changed
through amendment or revision. Evaluations will follow the protocols established by the
BLM Land Use Planning Handbook H-1601-1 in effect at the time the evaluation is initiated.
Specific monitoring and evaluation needs are identified by resource/uses throughout
Chapter 2.

1.4.2 Forest Service Planning Process

The Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974, as amended by the
NFMA (16 USC 1600 et seq.), requires the Forest Service to develop, maintain, and, as
appropriate, revise LRMPs for units of the National Forest System using a systematic
interdisciplinary approach to achieve integrated consideration of physical, biological,
economic, and other sciences. Consistent with the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960
(16 USC 528-531), the overall goal of managing the National Forest System is to sustain the
multiple uses of its renewable resources in perpetuity while maintaining the long-term
productivity of the land. LRMPs provide broad guidance and information for project and
activity decision-making. In particular, LRMPs coordinate outdoor recreation, range, timber,
watershed, wildlife and fish, and wilderness. Public participation and input are important
components of land use planning.

LRMPs developed under the 1982 planning rule procedures (36 CFR parts 200 to 299,
revised July 1, 2000) have resulted in:

1. Establishment of forest multiple-use goals and objectives

ii.  Establishment of forest-wide management requirements (standards and
guidelines)

iii.  Establishment of management areas and management area direction
(management area prescriptions) applying to future activities in that management
area

iv.  Designation of suitable timber land and establishment of allowable timber sale

quantity
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V. Nonwilderness allocations or wilderness recommendations

vi. Establishment of monitoring and evaluation requirements

NFMA requires LRMPs to be maintained, amended, and revised. Adaptive management
requires ongoing adjustment of goals, objectives, management area prescriptions, standards,
and guidelines constraining land uses. An amendment can be started in response to
monitoring and evaluation findings, new data, new or revised policy, a change in
circumstances or a proposed action that may result in a change in the scope of resource uses,
or a change in the standards and guidelines of the approved plan. Plan development is part
of the collaborative and adaptive cycle: (1) monitor, (2) evaluate monitoring results and any
new information, and (3) change activity and resource management, change the plan, change
the monitoring, or do an assessment.

The Forest Service responsible official may amend a plan in response to the need for change.
For this amendment, the process involves eight steps (36 CFR, Part 220):

1. Consideration of need for change

ii.  Public notice for initiating plan amendment. Development of the proposed plan
amendment

iii.  Documentation of affected environment and environmental consequences in an
EIS. Public notice for proposed plan amendment, draft EIS, and 90-day
comment period

iv. Response to comments

v.  Issuance of final EIS and draft decision document, beginning of the 60-day
public objection period before approval of the decision document

vi.  Upon resolution of any objection’ (36 CFR, Part 219 subpart B), approval of the
plan by the responsible official

Under Forest Service regulations, an LRMP revision or amendment of an existing plan is a
federal action requiring appropriate NEPA documentation. This EIS analyzes the possible
amendment of the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest LRMP and the amendment of the
individual LRMPs for the Boise, Caribou, Challis, Salmon, Sawtooth, and Targhee national
forests and Curlew National Grassland. This EIS analyzes the impacts of various alternatives
for the plan amendment, including the no action alternative.

In addition, both agencies have certain existing program-specific plans or amendments that
implement their respective LUPs (for example oil and gas and geothermal leasing analyses).

5Because the Forest Service is a cooperating agency and thus a participant in the multifederal agency effort, the
responsible officials for the Forest Service have waived the objection procedures of 35 CFR, Part 219, Subpart B, and
adopted the administrative review procedure of the BLM, as provided for by 36 CFR, Part 219.59(a). This is in
agreement with the responsible officials of the BLM. A joint agency response will be provided to those who file for
administrative review of this effort.
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Similar to the broad scale LUPs, these program-specific plans may also be amended to
reflect new information or changed circumstances that result from this analysis.’

1.5 Scoping and Identification of Issues
1.5.1 The Scoping Process

Scoping is an early and open process for determining the scope, or range, of issues to be
addressed and for identifying the significant issues to consider in the planning process.
Scoping identifies the interested and affected public and agency concerns, defines the
relevant issues and alternatives that will be examined in detail in the EIS, and eliminates
those that are not within the scope or have been covered by prior environmental review. A
planning issue is defined as a major controversy or dispute regarding existing and potential
land and resource allocations, levels of resource use, production and related management
practices on BLM- and Forest Service-administered lands that can be addressed through a
range of alternatives. The environmental impacts of these alternative management scenarios
are analyzed and addressed in this draft EIS.

A public scoping period was initiated on December 9, 2011, with the publication of a Notice
of Intent to begin a planning effort in the Federal Register. Scoping is designed to be
consistent with the public involvement requirements of FLPMA, NFMA, and NEPA. The
cooperative process included soliciting input from interested state and local governments,
tribal governments, other federal agencies and organizations, and individuals to identify the
scope of issues to be addressed in the plan amendment, and to assist in the formulation of
reasonable alternatives. The scoping process is an excellent method for opening dialogue
between the BLM, Forest Service, and the general public about management of GRSG and
their habitats on BLM- and Forest Service-administered lands and for identifying the
concerns of those who have an interest in this subject and in the sage-grouse habitats. As
part of the scoping process, the BLM also requested that the public submit nominations for
potential Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) for GRSG and their habitats.

Public outreach during the public scoping period included: press releases announcing the
original and extended scoping period for the EIS process; a newsletter mailed in December
2011 to over 14,000 agency officials, organizations, and members of the public in the Great
Basin Region; 26 open houses throughout the Great Basin Region; and a National GRSG
conservation Web site ( http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/sagegrouse.html) and a
regional Web site for the Great Basin Region (http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/
sagegrouse/western.html), which provides access to materials distributed at scoping
meetings, as well as information on the public involvement process. The formal public
comment period as required by NEPA began on December 9, 2011, with the publication of

6Regulattions at 36 CIR, Part 228.102, require the Forest Service to decide which NFS lands are administratively available
for oil and gas leasing. The Forest Service decision also includes necessary lease stipulations to protect surface resources.
The Forest Service does not have regulations that address geothermal leasing, but the agency follows a process similar to
oil and gas in that it conducts an analysis of leasing Forest Service-administered lands and makes a decision that is
consistent with but independent of the LRMP.
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a Notice of Intent in the Federal Register. It was extended through a Notice of Correction
published February 10, 2012, and ended on March 23, 2012.

Scoping included scheduled open-house meetings in the following 26 locations (see Chapter
5 for details):

e Tonopah, Ely, Elko, Winnemucca, and Reno, Nevada
e Boise, Idaho Falls, Salmon, Twin Falls, and Pocatello, Idaho
e Lakeview, Ontario, Baker City, Burns, and Prineville, Oregon

e Price, Vernal, Salt Lake City, Randolph, Snowville, Richfield, Kanab, and Cedar
City, Utah

e Alturas and Susanville, California

e Dillon, Montana

In addition, news releases were used to notify the public regarding the scoping period and
the planning process and to invite the public to provide written comments from many
sources including via email, fax, and regular mail (see Chapter 5 for details). Comments
obtained from the public during the scoping period were used to define the relevant issues
that would be addressed by a reasonable range of alternatives.

A total of 585 unique written submissions for the Great Basin Region were received during
the public scoping period. Submissions resulted in a total of 7,472 unique comments. In
addition, a total of 30,397 form letters were received.

For the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-region planning process, scoping comments
received from the public were placed in one of three categories:

i. Issues identified for consideration in the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-
Region LUPA

ii. Issues to be addressed through policy or administrative action (and therefore not
addressed in the LUPA)

iii. Issues eliminated from detailed analysis because they are beyond the scope of the
LUPA (and therefore not addressed in the LUPA)

Some important issues to be addressed in the LUPA were identified by the public and the
agencies during the scoping process for the statewide planning effort. The Final Scoping
Summary can be located at:

http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/sagegrouse/documents and resources.html

The Scoping Summary was prepared in support of the planning effort and summarizes the
scoping process. The Scoping Report identified issues in 13 broad categories. Section 1.5.3
describes the refined issues for the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region. Other
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resource and use issues are identified in the BLM Planning Handbook and Manual (H1610-
1). All of these issues were considered in developing the alternatives brought forward for
analysis.

1.5.2 Issues Identified for Consideration in the Idaho and Southwestern Montana
Sub-Region

During the scoping process, the BLM and Forest Service received feedback from members
of the public, including various public, governmental and nongovernmental groups. This
feedback, along with internal assessment and concerns described in the 2010 Finding, has
been compiled to describe issues and analysis concerns that are discussed in this document.
During comment analysis, individual comments were evaluated to determine whether they
constituted issues relevant to this planning process. These issues were then evaluated to
determine where in the planning process they most appropriately applied — project design;
alternative development, or environmental effects.

Issues that applied to all parts of the planning process were further evaluated to determine
planning issues. A planning issue is defined as a major controversy or dispute regarding
existing and potential land and resource allocations, levels of resource use, production and
related management practices on BLM- and Forest Service-administered lands that can be
addressed through a range of alternatives. Planning issues can drive the development of an
alternative, may involve resources that are adversely affected by the proposed action, or
involve unresolved conflicts regarding alternative uses of available resources. Planning issues
provide focus for the analysis and are used to compare and contrast the environmental
effects of the alternatives.

In addition to planning issues, analysis issues are identified and utilized in the effects analysis
to compare alternatives. These issues are further described below.

1.5.3 Planning Issues

Issues identified as planning issues for this Draft LUPA/EIS are described below. These
issues have been grouped according to their related threat to GRSG, as described in the 2010
Finding, and a brief description of the threat is provided. These issues were used to drive
differences between the alternatives analyzed in detail and will be discussed in the analysis
and throughout the remaining chapters of this document.

Wildfire

Wildfire (primarily lightning- and human-caused) in sagebrush ecosystems is one of the
primary factors linked to the loss of sagebrush-steppe habitat and corresponding population
declines of GRSG. Loss of sagebrush habitat to wildfire has been increasing in the western
portion of the GRSG range due to an increase in fire frequency, which has been facilitated in
drier, lower elevations by the replacement of native perennial bunchgrass communities by
invasive annuals such as cheatgrass. The USFWS conservation objective for wildfire — retain
and restore healthy native sagebrush plant communities within the range of GRSG (USFWS
2013) — is applicable to this planning issue.
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Issues:

e What measures should be undertaken to manage fuels and wildland fires,
while protecting GRSG habitat?

e How would the BLM and Forest Service evaluate, authorize, and
implement program activities to reduce the threat (habitat loss and
fragmentation) to GRSG habitat from wildland and prescribed fire?

Vegetation — Invasive Species, Conifer Encroachment

The increase in mean fire frequency has been facilitated by the incursion of nonnative annual
grasses into sagebrush ecosystems (Billings 1994; Miller and Eddleman 2001). Exotic annual
grasses and other invasive plants also alter habitat suitability for GRSG by reducing or
eliminating native forbs and grasses essential for food and cover (75 Federal Register 13910,
and references therein). Annual grasses and noxious perennials continue to expand their
range, facilitated by ground disturbances, including wildfire (Miller and Eddleman 2001),
improper grazing (Young et al. 1972, 1976), agriculture (Benvenuti 2007), motorized
recreation, and infrastructure associated with energy development (Bergquist et al. 2007).
The USFWS conservation objective for nonnative, invasive plant species — maintain and
restore healthy, native sagebrush plant communities (USFWS 2013) — is tied to this threat.

The intentional removal or treatment of sagebrush (i.e., using prescribed fire, or any
mechanical and chemical tools to remove or alter the successional status of the sagebrush
ecosystem) can contribute to habitat loss and fragmentation. Removal and manipulation of
sagebrush may also increase the opportunities for the incursion of invasive annual grasses,
particularly if the soil crust is disturbed (Beck et al. 2012). The USFWS conservation
objective for sagebrush removal — avoid sagebrush removal or manipulation in GRSG
breeding or wintering habitats (USFWS 2013) — is tied to this threat.

GRSG are negatively impacted by the expansion of pinyon and/or juniper in their habitats,
even if the under-story sagebrush habitats remain (Freese et al. 2009). GRSG avoid these
areas of expansion (Casazza et al. 2010), and as the pinyon and/or juniper increases in
abundance and size, the underlying habitat quality for GRSG diminishes. The USFWS
conservation objective for pinyon-juniper expansion — remove pinyon-juniper from areas of
sagebrush that are most likely to support GRSG (post-removal) at a rate that is at least equal
to the rate of pinyon-juniper incursion (USFWS 2013) — is applicable to this planning issue.

Issues:

e How will the BLM and Forest Service address the potential expansion of
nonnative annual grasses (i.e., cheatgrass) and associated loss of
sagebrush habitats as a result of climate change?

e How would the BLM and Forest Service conserve, enhance, ot restore
GRSG habitat such as sagebrush communities and minimize or prevent
the introduction or spread of noxious weeds and invasive species?
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e How would the BLM and Forest Service evaluate, authorize, and
implement program activities to reduce the threat (habitat loss and
fragmentation) to GRSG habitat from conifer encroachment and spread of
noxious and invasive species?

Infrastructure

The increasing demands on BLLM- and Forest Service-administered lands for the location of
wind towers, cellular towers, utility lines, roads, and other infrastructure cause continued
development within the GRSG range, resulting in habitat loss and fragmentation, which in
turn result in GRSG population declines. Infrastructure development can cause
fragmentation that leaves the remaining habitat in noncontiguous patches, alteration that
renders patches unusable to a species, or other changes (such as installation of power lines or
cellular towers) that cause habitat avoidance (USFWS 2010). The cumulative impacts of
infrastructure is a concern because sage-grouse population persistence may not be influenced
by a single anthropogenic (human-built or human-caused) line or point feature (such as a
power line or tower), but by multiple anthropogenic features acting in synergy (Leu and
Hanser 2011). Development of infrastructure for any purpose (e.g. roads, pipelines, power
lines, and cellular towers) results in habitat loss and fragmentation, and may cause GRSG
habitat avoidance. Infrastructure can also provide sources for the introduction of invasive
plant species and may also facilitate predation by providing perching or nesting opportunities
for ravens and raptors. Surface mining and associated facilities within GRSG habitats result
in the direct loss of habitat and habitat fragmentation. The USFWS conservation objectives
listed below for the following threats are applicable to this planning issue:

e FEnergy development — design energy development to ensure it will not impinge
upon stable or increasing GRSG population trends

e Infrastructure — avoid development of infrastructure within PACs

e Mining — maintain stable to increasing GRSG populations and no net loss of
GRSG habitats in areas affected by mining (USFWS 2013)

Issues:

e How would the BLM and Forest Service manage program activities (land
use authorizations, mining, mineral leasing, energy development -
including renewable energy) to reduce the threat (habitat loss,
fragmentation and reduced productivity) to GRSG habitat from additional
infrastructure development and management of ongoing infrastructure
development (ROWs, oil and gas development, Coal/Strip Mining, Hard
Rock Mining, Wind Energy Development, Solar Energy Development)
while recognizing valid existing authorizations?

e How would the BLM and Forest Service manage existing and proposed
infrastructure development to reduce resulting mortality (direct and via
predation) of GRSG?
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Human Distutrbance

Various activities occurring within GRSG habitat can disturb GRSG, altering their behavior
and potentially disrupting aspects of their life history requirements, leading to lowered
productivity and reduced populations. These activities can include ROW, energy
(nonrenewable and renewable) and mineral development, as well as commercial operation
activities and recreational activities. Aspects of these activities can cause direct and indirect
disturbance to GRSG (construction activities, operational activities, maintenance activities,
noise, vehicles, etc.). The USFWS conservation objectives listed below for the following
threats are applicable to this planning issue:

e Energy development — design energy development to ensure it will not impinge
upon stable or increasing GRSG population trends

e Infrastructure — avoid development of infrastructure within PACs

e Mining — maintain stable to increasing GRSG populations and no net loss of
GRSG habitats in areas affected by mining

e Recreation — manage direct and indirect human disturbance (including noise) to
avoid interruption of normal GRSG behavior (USFWS 2013)

Issues:

e How would the BLM and Forest Service evaluate, authorize, and
implement program activities to reduce the threat (loss of productivity) to
GRSG habitat from human presence?

e How would the BLM and Forest Service evaluate, authorize, and
implement program activities to reduce the threat (habitat loss and
fragmentation) to GRSG habitat from recreation and travel management
activities?

e How would motorized, nonmotorized, and mechanized travel be managed
to provide access to federal lands and a variety of recreation opportunities
while protecting GRSG and their habitat?

Livestock Grazing

Livestock grazing is the most widespread land use across the sagebrush biome (Connelly et
al. 2004) and almost all sagebrush areas are managed for livestock grazing (Knick et al. 2003).
Improper livestock management, in relation to local ecological conditions, may have negative
impacts on GRSG seasonal habitats (USFWS 2010a, and references therein). Structures
which support range management activities can have negative impacts on GRSG by
increasing fragmentation (e.g., fences and roads) or diminishing habitat quality (e.g.,
concentrating ungulates in winter habitats). Fences can be deleterious to GRSG populations
and habitats, with threats including habitat fragmentation and direct mortality through
strikes (Stevens et al. 2012). Fences can also improve habitat conditions for GRSG (e.g., by
protecting brood-rearing habitats in riparian areas from overgrazing). The USFWS
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conservation objectives listed below for the following threats are applicable to this planning
issue:

e Grazing — conduct grazing management for all ungulates in a manner consistent
with local ecological conditions that maintains or restores healthy sagebrush
shrub and native perennial grass and forb communities and conserves the
essential habitat components for GRSG (e.g., shrub cover, nesting cover)

e Range management structures — avoid or reduce the impact of range
management structures on GRSG habitat

e Fences — minimize the impact of fences on GRSG populations (USFWS 2013)

Issues:

e How would the BLM and Forest Service evaluate, authorize, and
implement grazing management activities (grazing, water developments,
fences, and structures) to reduce the threat (habitat loss, fragmentation,
productivity, disease vector production) to GRSG and their habitat?

¢ What measures would the BLM and Forest Service put in place to protect
and improve GRSG habitat while maintaining grazing privileges?

¢ What measures would be put in place to manage habitat for other wildlife
species and reduce conflicts with GRSG?

e What measures would the BLM and Forest Service put in place to reduce
the impacts of wild horses and burros on GRSG habitat?

Management and Monitoring

Effective conservation strategies are predicated on identifying key areas across the landscape
that are necessary to maintain redundant, representative, and resilient populations.
Delineation of key GRSG habitats recognizes the extensive reach of habitat threats and the
existing loss and degradation of habitats, and acknowledges that preservation of every
remaining area of GRSG habitat is improbable (Kiesecker et al. 2011; USFWS 2013). With
input from the state wildlife agencies, the BLM and Forest Service have identified PPH and
PGH. These areas, along with the PACs identified by USFWS, form a foundation to assess
application of habitat designations and related management actions as part of this effort.

Issues:

e How would the BLM and Forest Service use the best available science to
designate priority and general habitat categories for GRSG habitat within
the planning area?

e How would the BLM and Forest Service accurately monitor the impact of
land uses on GRSG and its habitat?

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS
October 2013



Idaho and Southwestern Montana
Draft LUPA/EIS

Urbanization and Agricultural Conversion

Ex-urban development (dispersed homes on small acreages) results in direct habitat loss,
habitat fragmentation, and the introduction of invasive plants species. Urban and ex-urban
activities also increase the presence of predator subsidies (e.g., trash, landfills and bird
feeders) allowing for increased predators associated with humans that may have
disproportionate impacts on GRSG (e.g., red fox, skunks, and raccoons). Agricultural
conversion is typically defined as the conversion of sagebrush habitats to tilled agricultural
crops or re-seeded exotic grass pastures, resulting in habitat loss and fragmentation. The
USFWS conservation objectives listed below for the following threats are applicable to this
planning issue:

e Ix-urban development — limit urban and ex-urban development in GRSG
habitats and maintain intact native sagebrush plant communities

e Agricultural conversion — avoid further loss of sagebrush habitat for agricultural
activities (both plant and animal production) and prioritize restoration (USFWS
2013)

Issues:

e What opportunities exist to adjust public land ownership that would
increase management efficiency for GRSG and their habitat?

¢ How would the BLM and Forest Service manage lands and realty
decisions to reduce habitat fragmentation and conversion of GRSG
habitat?

e How would the BLM and Forest Service evaluate, authorize, and
implement land tenure adjustments to reduce the conversion of (habitat
loss and fragmentation) GRSG habitat to agricultural or urbanization
uses?

Social and Economic Concerns

Management of the BLM- and Forest Service-administered lands within the sub-region
affect the economies of the associated counties and states. Conversely, the local
demographics, social structure, and values within the counties and states influence the
demand for uses and opportunities provided by the BLM- and Forest Service-administered
lands. In many counties, management uses (mining, grazing, energy development) of the
BLM- and Forest Service-administered lands are a vital component of the economic and
social stability in these counties. Noncommodity values around aesthetics and recreation
opportunities can also play an important role in local economics and sense of place.

Issue:

e How could the BLM and Forest Service promote or maintain activities
that provide social and economic benefit to local communities while
providing protection for GRSG habitat?
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Special Management Designations

The BLM and Forest Service have the ability to designate and manage unique and important
areas for their associated values. The BLM calls these ACECs and the Forest Service calls
these Zoological Areas. Several ACECs already exist within the sub-region. These areas
prescribe management to protect the unique values identified during their designation.
Existing special management areas such as Wilderness, Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs), and
Wild and Scenic Rivers, may in some areas protect GRSG by restricting resource uses in
these areas.

Issue:

e What areas would be designated by the BLM or Forest Service to benefit
the maintenance, enhancement, and restoration of GRSG and GRSG
habitat?

Analysis Issues

The following issues were identified through the internal and external scoping process;
however, they were not used to drive the development of the alternatives. They will be
displayed as components of the analysis in Chapter 4 and may show differences between the
effects of the alternatives.

Issues:

e How would the BLM and Forest Service protect water and soil
resources in order to benefit GRSG habitat?

e How would the BLM and Forest Service incorporate the analysis of the
impacts of a changing climate on GRSG habitat?

Issues not Addressed

The following discussion describes various comments or issues raised during the scoping
period which are outside the scope of this LUPA process. This discussion is taken from the
May 2012 National Greater Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy Scoping Summary Report (BLM
2012).

Comments related to national policy decisions and issues outside the scope of the LUPA will
not be addressed as part of this planning effort, including decisions on BLM- and Forest
Service-administered lands within the purview of other planning efforts or decisions made
by other federal, state, or local agencies.

National Policy Decisions

Commenters expressed concern with decisions at the national level, including, but not
limited to, the LUP revision process and implementation of NEPA, decisions on wilderness
and WSAs, and hunting regulations on federal lands.
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Outside the Scope of the Planning Effort
Commenters expressed concern with development and management of GRSG on decisions
outside of the BLM and Forest Service jurisdiction. Specific themes included the following:

How will the BLM and Forest Service work with wildlife management agencies
to ensure appropriate management of hunting for GRSG on both public and
private lands?

Many commenters questioned why hunting of GRSG is allowed if the bird is in
need of protection. Others stated that hunting should be used as a method to
control GRSG predators.

Hunting is regulated by state wildlife agencies; these comments therefore relate
to state-regulated actions and are outside the scope of the current planning
effort. Additionally, hunting opportunities for GRSG have been reduced in
response to general population declines of known origin (e.g., disease and habitat
loss) and unknown origin. While hunting has not been demonstrated as the
primary cause of decline in GRSG populations, the cautionary recommendations
outlined in the Sage-Grouse management guidelines (Idaho Sage-Grouse
Advisory Committee 2006) and Connelly et al. (2000) remain appropriate.

How did the USFWS determine the warranted but precluded decision?

Commenters questioned population levels and the need to incorporate range-
wide conservation measures. Others questioned the effectiveness of ESA listing
as a method of species conservation.

These comments relate to decisions under the purview of the USFWS and will
not be addressed in the current planning effort.

How can the BLM and Forest Service manage livestock grazing?

Commenters asked that grazing be limited or completely stopped due to
detrimental ecosystem effects. Other stated that grazing programs should be
reformed as the requirements are too limiting and impact ranchers’ livelihoods.
In addition, some commenters state that grazing provides habitat enhancements
for sensitive species.

Decisions about national livestock grazing policies would not be made in this
planning effort.

How should renewable energy be managed and developed in relation to
economic instability and wildlife mortality?

Commenters stated concerns about renewable energy development, including
economic instability due to government subsidies and risk of wildlife mortality,
specifically for bats and birds.

General decisions about renewable energy management on BLM- and Forest
Service-administered lands are outside the scope of this planning effort.
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In addition, comments were received related to issues that are outside the scope of this
effort, including the following:

e Compensation of private land owners for conservation efforts and off-site
mitigation
e BLM and Forest Service funding

e Designation of Special Management Areas

e NEPA procedures and costs

In addition to these issues described in the Scoping Summary Report, feedback specific to
the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-region and predator control was provided to
BLM through public meeting comments and cooperating agency feedback. While predation
is included in several of the planning issues as a concern related to development, actual
predator control activities are outside the authority of the BLM and Forest Service and,
therefore, will not be considered further in the planning process.

1.6 Development of Planning Criteria

Planning criteria are based on appropriate laws, regulations, BLM and Forest Service Manual
and Handbook sections, and policy directives, as well as on public participation and
coordination with cooperating agencies, other federal agencies, state and local governments,
and Native American tribes. Planning criteria are the standards, rules, and factors used as a
framework to resolve issues and develop alternatives. Planning criteria are prepared to
ensure decision making is tailored to the issues and to ensure that the BLM and Forest
Service avoid unnecessary data collection and analysis.

1.6.1 Preliminary Planning Criteria

e The BLM and Forest Service will use the WAFWA Conservation Assessment of
Greater Sage-Grouse and Sagebrush Habitats (Connelly et al. 2004) and any other
appropriate resources (e.g., Knick et al. 2011) to identify GRSG habitat
requirements and best management practices.

e The approved LUPA will be consistent with the BLM's National Greater Sage-
Grouse Conservation Strategy.

e The approved LUPA will comply with FLPMA, NEPA, and CEQ regulations at
40 CFR, Parts 1500-1508; Department of the Interior regulations at 43 CFR and
46 and 43 CFR, Part 1600; the BLM H-1601-1 Land Use Planning Handbook,
Appendix C: Program-Specific and Resource-Specific Decision Guidance
Requirements, as amended, for affected resource programs; the 2008 BLM
NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1); and all other applicable BLM policies and
guidance.

e The approved LUPA will comply with NFMA, NEPA, CEQ regulations at 40
CFR, Parts 1500-1508l; Regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture at 36 CFR,

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS
October 2013

\:’ij -:f.
W

77 134



Idaho and Southwestern Montana
Draft LUPA/EIS

Part 219; Forest Service Manual 1920; and Forest Service Handbooks 1909.12
and 1909.15.

The LUPA will be limited to providing land use direction or to amending certain
program-specific decisions, for the conservation of GRSG habitats on BLM- and
Forest Service-administered lands in the planning area.

The BLM and Forest Service will consider allocations and prescriptive standards
to conserve GRSG habitat, as well as objectives and management actions to
restore, enhance, and improve GRSG habitat.

The LUPA will recognize valid existing rights and authorizations, such as mining
claims, mineral leases, and approved mineral operating plans.

Lands addressed in the LUPA will be BLM- and Forest Service-administered
lands (including split-estate lands) in GRSG habitats. Any decisions in the
LUPAs will apply only to BLM- and Forest Service-administered lands.

The BLM and Forest Service will use a collaborative and multi-jurisdictional
approach with the public and adjacent jurisdiction, where appropriate, to
determine the desired future condition of BLM- and Forest Service-administered
lands for the conservation of GRSG and their habitats and to consider the
impacts of proposed actions on all the resources in the region.

As described by law and policy, the BLM and Forest Service will strive to ensure
that conservation measures are as consistent as possible with other planning
jurisdictions within the planning area boundaries.

The BLM and Forest Service will consider a range of reasonable alternatives,
including appropriate management prescriptions that focus on the relative values
of resources while contributing to the conservation of the GRSG and its habitat.

The BLM and Forest Service will address socioeconomic impacts, including
environmental justice, of the alternatives. Socio-economic analysis will use an
accepted input-output quantitative model such as IMPLAN, RIMSII, or JEDI
for renewable energy analysis.

The BLM and Forest Service will use best available scientific information,
research, technologies, and results of inventory, monitoring, and coordination
consistent with the Information Quality Act, to determine appropriate local and
regional management strategies that will enhance or restore GRSG habitats.

Management of GRSG habitat that intersects with WSAs on BLM-administered
lands will be guided by BLM Manual 6330 Management of Wilderness Study
Areas. Land use allocations made for WSAs must be consistent with Manual
6330 and with other laws, regulations, and policies related to WSA management.

Management of other special designation areas (e.g., Wild and Scenic Rivers,
National Historic Trails, Wilderness Areas, National Monuments, National
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Conservation Areas) will be guided by the appropriate BLM and Forest Service
manual or handbook.

e Management of GRSG habitat that intersects with Forest Service-administered
wilderness areas will be guided by Forest Service Manual 2300 — Recreation,
Wilderness, and Related Resource Management.

e For BLM-administered lands, all activities and uses within GRSG habitats will
follow existing land health standards. Standards and guidelines (S&G) for
livestock grazing and other programs that have developed S&Gs will be
applicable to all alternatives for BLM-administered lands.

e Management of Forest Service-administered lands for livestock grazing will
follow guidance in Forest Service Manual (FSM) 2200, Range Management, and
Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 2209.13, Grazing Permit Administration.

e For Forest Service-administered lands, all activities and uses within GRSG
habitats will follow guidelines in Forest Manual 2500 — Watershed and Air
Management.

e The BLLM and Forest Service will consult with Native American tribes to identify

sites, areas, and objects important to their cultural and religious heritage within
GRSG habitats.

e The BLM and Forest Service will coordinate and communicate with state, local,
and tribal governments to ensure that the BLM and Forest Service consider
provisions of pertinent plans, seek to resolve inconsistencies between state, local,
and tribal plans, and provide ample opportunities for state, local, and tribal
governments to comment on the development of amendments.

e The BLM and Forest Service will develop vegetation management objectives,
including objectives for managing noxious weeds and invasive species (including
identification of desired future condition for specific areas), within GRSG
habitat.

e The LUPA will be based on the principles of adaptive management.

e Reasonable Foreseeable Development Scenarios (Appendix B) and planning for
Fluid Minerals will follow the BLM Handbook H-1624-1 and current fluid
minerals manual guidance for fluid mineral (e.g., oil and gas, coal-bed methane,
and oil shale) and geothermal resources. For mineral resources on Forest Service-
administered lands, the Forest Service will apply guidance provided in Forest
Manual 2800 — Minerals and Geology, as applicable.

e The LUPA will be developed using an interdisciplinary approach to prepare
reasonable foreseeable development scenarios, identify alternatives, and analyze
resource impacts, including cumulative impacts on natural and cultural resources
and the social and economic environment.
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The most current approved BLM and Forest Service corporate spatial data will
be supported by current metadata and will be used to ascertain GRSG habitat

extent and quality. Data will be consistent with the principles of the Information
Quality Act of 2000.

State wildlife agencies” GRSG data and expertise will be used to the fullest extent
practicable in making management determinations on federal lands.

1.7 Relationship to Other Policies, Plans and Programs

This planning process will recognize the many ongoing programs, plans, and policies that are
being implemented in the planning area by other land managers and government agencies.
The BLM and Forest Service will seek to be consistent with or complementary to other
management actions whenever possible.

1.7.1 Federal Plans

Federal plans that will be considered during the GRSG planning effort include, but are not
limited to, the following:

Vegetation Treatment on BLM Lands in Thirteen Western States (BLM 1991a)

Final Vegetation Treatments on Bureau of Land Management Lands in 17
Western States Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement and Associated
Record of Decision. USDI, Bureau of Land Management, 2007 (FES 07-21)

Final Vegetation Treatments on Bureau of Land Management Lands in 17
Western States Programmatic Environmental Report. USDI, Bureau of Land
Management, 2007 (FES 07-21)

Approved Resource Management Plan Amendments/Record of Decision for
Designation of Energy Corridors on Bureau of Land Management-Administered
Lands in the 11 Western States, January 2009, and the ROD on Forest Service
Designation of Section 368 Energy Corridors on National Forest System Lands
in 10 Western States (Forest Service 2009)

BLM and Forest Service Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
for Geothermal Leasing In the Western United States (2008) and associated
Records of Decision and Management Plan Amendments

Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement on Wind Energy
Development on BLM-administered Lands in the Western United States. FES
05-11. June 2005

Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Solar Energy
Development in Six Southwestern States. October 2012

Supplement to the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for
Solar Energy Development in Six Southwestern States. October 2011

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Gronse LUPA/ELS

October 2013

Chapter 1 — Introduction 1-37



(=

Idaho and Southwestern Montana
Draft LUPA/EIS

o Greater Sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) Conservation Objectives: Final
Report. USFWS, February 2013

e TForest Service oil and gas leasing availability analyses prepared to comply with 36
CFR, Part 228.102
1.7.2  State Plans
State plans that will be considered during the GRSG planning effort include the following:
e Greater Sage-Grouse Comprehensive Conservation Strategy. National Sage-

Grouse Conservation Planning Framework Team, Western Association of Fish
and Wildlife Agencies, 2006

e Montana Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy, 2009

e Management Plan and Conservation Strategies for Sage-Grouse in Montana —
Final, Montana Sage Grouse Work Group, 2005

e Conservation Plan for the Greater Sage-Grouse in Idaho, as amended, Idaho
Sage-Grouse Advisory Committee, 2009

e Idaho Energy Plan, Idaho Governor’s Office of Energy Resources, 2012
e Idaho Invasive Species Strategic Plan 2012-2016

e Idaho Greater Sage-Grouse Local Working Group (LWG) Plans
- Big Desert
- Challis
- Curtlew Valley
- Dillon
- BEast Idaho Uplands
- Jarbidge
- North Magic Valley
- Owyhee County
- Shoshone Basin
- Upper Snake

- West Central

1.7.3 County Plans

County plans that will be considered during the GRSG planning effort are listed in Table 1-
5, County Land Use and Sage-Grouse Management Plans. Blank rows indicate that the given
county does not have a Land Use or Sage-Grouse Management Plan.
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Table 1-5
County Land Use and Sage-Grouse Management Plans
| Type Adoption Date
Idaho
Ada Comprehensive November 26, 2007
Adams Comprehensive May 2006
Bear Lake
Bingham Comprehensive March 2005
Blaine Comprehensive November 7, 1994
Bonneville Comprehensive January 5, 1995
Butte
Camas
Caribou Comprehensive May 22, 2006
Cassia Comprehensive September 1, 2006
Clark Comprehensive November 11, 2010
Custer Comprehensive December 11, 2006
Sage-Grouse March 29, 2013
Elmore Comprehensive August 9, 2004
Fremont Comprehensive December 17, 2008
Gem Comprehensive January 19, 2010
Gooding Comprehensive May 3, 2010
Jefferson Comprehensive January 15, 2005
Jerome Comprehensive April 27, 2006
Lemhi Comprehensive October 9, 2012
Lincoln Comprehensive May 7, 2008
Madison Comprehensive March 25, 2008 in Draft
Minidoka Comprehensive Pending Approval
Oneida Comprehensive 2011
Owyhee Comprehensive August 9, 2010
Sage-Grouse April 8, 2013
Energy December 4, 2007
Payette Comprehensive May 8, 2006
Power Comprehensive June 8, 2009
Twin Falls Comprehensive July 5, 1995
Washington Comprehensive October 19, 2010
Montana
Beaverhead Growth Policy June 20, 2005
Deer Lodge Growth Policy December 12, 2005
Gallatin Growth Policy April 15, 2003
Madison? Growth Policy September 2006
Silver Bow Growth Policy 2008
Utah
Box Elder

October 2013
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1.7.4 Endangered Species Recovery Plans

Endangered species recovery plans are prepared by the USFWS to promote the recovery of
threatened and endangered species. The following geographically relevant endangered
species recovery plans have been identified:

e Draft Recovery Plan for Three of the Five Distinct Population Segments of Bull
Trout (Salvelinus confluentus)

e Draft Recovery Plan for the Jarbidge River Distinct Population Segment of Bull
Trout

e Northern Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery Plan

e Recovery Plan for the Bruneau Hot Springsnail (Pyrgulopsis bruneanensis)
e Recovery Plan for the Northern Idaho Ground Squirrel

e Revised Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan

e Snake River Aquatic Species Recovery Plan

1.7.5 Memoranda of Understanding

There are several memoranda of understanding (MOU) in effect that pertain to management
of resources on BLM- and Forest Service-administered lands. These include:

e Between the BLM and the Forest Service Concerning Oil and Gas Leasing
Operations (2006). The purpose of this MOU is to establish joint BLM and
Forest Service policies and procedures for managing oil and gas leasing and
operational activities pursuant to oil and gas leases on Forest Service-
administered lands, consistent with applicable law and policy. The MOU was
signed in 2006 for the purpose of efficient, effective compliance with statutory
and regulatory requirements. The MOU establishes the roles of the Forest
Service and the BLM in processing Applications for Permits to Drill and review
of subsequent operations.

e Between the BLM and the Forest Service concerning Implementation of Section
225 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 Regarding Geothermal Leasing and
Permitting (2000).

e Interagency Agreements between the BLM and Forest Service concerning
Mineral Leasing (1984) and Leasable Mineral Operations (1987). These
agreements currently pertain to management of leasable minerals other than oil
and gas and geothermal.

e Between the Department of the Interior, the USDA and the US Environmental
Protection Agency Regarding Air Quality Analyses and Mitigation for Federal Oil
and Gas Decisions Through the NEPA Process (2011). Through the MOU, the
sighatories commit to a clearly defined, efficient approach to compliance with
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the NEPA regarding air quality and air quality related values (AQRVs), such as
visibility, in connection with oil and gas development on Federal lands.

Between the WAFWA, the Forest Service, Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS), Farm Service Agency, the BLM, USFWS, and USGS (2008).
The purpose of the MOU is to provide for cooperation among the participating
State and federal land, wildlife management and science agencies in the
conservation and management of GRSG sagebrush (Artemisia spp.) habitats and
other sagebrush-dependent wildlife throughout the Western United States and
Canada.

Between the Idaho BLLM and Nevada BLLM regarding management responsibility
and authority regarding lands in Nevada but accessed through Idaho.

Between Twin Falls District BLM and Elko District BLM (2013) clearly
identifying the administrative boundaries between the districts as the
Nevada/Idaho state line within the China Butte, Player Butte, Player Canyon,
and Horse Creek allotments, and defines the Twin Falls District and Elko
District management responsibilities in the Nevada portions of the identified
allotments.

Between the State of Idaho (Governor’s Office, Idaho Department of Fish and
Game [IDFG], Office of Species Conservation [OSC], Idaho Department of
Agriculture [IDA]) and the BLM and USDA (Forest Service, Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service [APHIS], NRCS) for the purpose of supporting and
implementing the intent and actions contained in the 2006 Conservation Plan for
the Greater Sage-Grouse in Idaho.

Montana Idaho Airshed Group MOU, which includes federal, state, and private
partners and encompasses prescribed burning activities on federal lands (e.g., pile
burns and seedbed preparation).

Between the Forest Service Sawtooth National Forest Minidoka Ranger District
and the BLM Twin Falls District Burley Field Office concerning consolidated
management of the Forest Service Goose Creek Allotment and the BLM West
Goose Creek Allotment.

Between the BLM and APHIS (2012) for the purpose of establishing guidelines
to assist field personnel in carrying out their wildlife damage management
responsibilities.

Between the BLM and the Department of Energy (2011) regarding grazing,
ROWs, fire suppression and other aspects of shared management of lands within
the Idaho National Laboratory.

While it is not an MOU, the BLM Dillon Field Office is a signatory on the
Montana Cooperative Fire Management and Stafford Act Response Agreement;
a multiparty agreement involving various federal and county agencies regarding
fire suppression efforts.
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In addition, the BLM has entered into numerous MOUSs with various federal, state, and
county agencies for the purpose of establishing cooperating agencies for the BLM and
Forest Service National Greater Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy. The following agencies and
entities have established cooperating agency status for the purpose of working on the Idaho
and Southwestern Montana Sub-regional GRSG planning effort:
e Federal
- USFWS
- Forest Service
O Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest
O Boise National Forest
O Caribou-Targhee National Forest
O Salmon-Challis National Forest
0 Sawtooth National Forest

- NRCS

- National Park Service — Craters of the Moon National Monument and
Preserve

- Department of Energy — Idaho National Laboratory
e State

- Idaho Department of Fish and Game

- Idaho Office of Species Conservation

- Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks
e County

- Idaho Association of Counties

- Bingham County, Idaho

- Blaine County, Idaho

- Box Elder County, Utah (through the Utah BLLM State Office)

- Cassia County, Idaho

- Clark County, Idaho

- Custer County, Idaho

- Fremont County, Idaho

- Jefferson County, Idaho

- Lemhi County, Idaho
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- Owyhee County, Idaho

- Power County, Idaho

- Twin Falls County, Idaho

- Beaverhead County, Montana

- Madison County, Montana

1.7.6  Activity Plans and Amendments

Each BLM field office and Forest Service district has many specific planning documents
including: allotment management plans, livestock management plans, activity plans,
coordinated resource management plans, cooperative resource management plans, habitat
management plans, fire management plans, and normal fire rehabilitation plans.

1.7.7 Habitat Management Plans

A Habitat Management Plan (HMP) provides guidance for the management of a defined
habitat for a target wildlife species, protecting and improving habitat for that species and for
other species utilizing the habitat. These plans are usually written in coordination with State
Wildlife Agencies. Idaho Department of Fish and Game has a variety of fish and wildlife
management plans which are either species specific (e.g., mule deer, elk, bighorn sheep, and
Yellowstone cutthroat trout) or statewide in scope (e.g., Comprehensive Wildlife
Conservation Strategy and Fisheries Management Plan). The plans most relevant to the
GRSG in the Idaho and Southwestern Montana subregion are the Idaho 2006 Conservation
Plan for GRSG and the Montana 2005 Management Plan and Conservation Strategies for
GRSG.
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Chapter 2.  Alternatives

2.1 Background

The LUPA/EIS complies with NEPA, which directs the BLM to “study, develop, and
describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal that
involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources...” (NEPA
Section 102]2][e]). At the heart of the alternative development process is the required
development of a range of reasonable alternatives. Public and internal (within BLM and
Forest Service) scoping (see Chapter 1) identified issues that present opportunities for
alternative courses of action, while the purpose and need for action provides sideboards for
determining “reasonableness.”

This chapter details the No Action Alternative (which would continue the existing policies of
the BLM and Forest Service); 5 action alternatives (including the Preferred Alternative); and
a discussion of alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Figures at the
end of this chapter show where actions are applicable. The alternatives are directed towards
responding to USFWS-identified issues and threats to GRSG and their habitat and creating
management consistency for GRSG and their habitat across the range of the species to the
extent possible.

2.1.1 How to Read This Chapter

This chapter presents alternative management direction for the sub-regional planning area.
The chapter begins with an introduction to the development of alternatives, including
specific information regarding the alternatives developed for the Idaho and Southwestern
Montana Sub-Regional LUPA/FEIS. Each alternative is briefly described, followed by a
description of alternatives considered and eliminated from further analysis. Several partial
alternatives (either incomplete geographically or which did not include the entire array of
program areas to be discussed) were also submitted for consideration. These alternatives are
described and their components are included within the range of alternatives considered for
detailed analysis.

The chapter continues with a detailed description of the alternatives considered for full
analysis. Each alternative is composed of two broad components: 1) delineation and/or
designation of GRSG habitat; and 2) goals, objectives, allocations and management actions
to be applied within the habitat designations. The chapter concludes with a brief description
of the differences between alternatives with regard to goals, objectives, allocations and
management actions and the potential effects of those decisions.

The goals, objectives, allocations and management actions are broadly grouped in relation to
the threats to GRSG: wildfire (suppression, fuels, rehabilitation); vegetation (invasive
species, conifer encroachment, rehabilitation and restoration and livestock management);
development (oil and gas, geothermal, mining, renewable energy and associated ROWs and
infrastructure); human disturbance (construction, travel, recreation); disease and predation
(development and human disturbance); and adaptive management, mitigation and
monitoring.
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2.1.2 Alternative Development Process

Alternatives development is the heart of the LUPA and EIS process. Land use planning
regulations and NEPA require the BLM and Forest Service to develop a range of reasonable
alternatives during the planning process. Alternatives must also fall within the established
planning criteria (43 CFR Section 1610).

The LUP process consists of identifying and clearly defining goals and objectives (desired
outcomes) for resources and resource uses, followed by developing allowable uses and
management actions necessary for achieving the goals and objectives. These critical
determinations guide future land management actions and subsequent site-specific
implementation actions to meet multiple use and sustained yield mandates while maintaining
land health.

Goals are broad statements of desired outcomes (LUP-wide and resource or resource-use
specific) and are not quantifiable or measurable. Objectives are specific measurable desired
conditions or outcomes intended to meet goals; in addition, Forest Service objectives are
time specific (36 CFR 219.7[a][2][1i]). While goals are the same across alternatives, objectives
typically vary, resulting in different allowable uses and management actions for some
resources and resource uses.

For the BLM, management actions and allowable uses are designed to achieve objectives.
Management actions are measures that guide day-to-day and future activities. Allowable uses
delineate which uses are permitted, restricted, or prohibited, and may include stipulations or
restrictions. This LUPA makes no suitability determinations for Forest Service-administered
lands. Allowable uses also identify lands where specific uses are excluded to protect resource
values, or where certain lands are open or closed in response to legislative, regulatory, or
policy requirements. Implementation decisions are site-specific on-the-ground actions and
are typically not addressed in LUPs.

For the Forest Service, standards and guidelines are established to help achieve or maintain a
desired condition or conditions, to avoid or mitigate undesirable effects, or to meet
applicable legal requirements (36 CFR 219.7[e][1]). Standards are mandatory constraints on
project and activity decision making (36 CFR 219.7[e][1][iii]). Guidelines are constraints on
project and activity decision making that allows for departure from its terms, so long as the
purpose of the guideline is met (36 CFR 219.7[e|[1][iv]).

CEQ regulations require including the No Action Alternative (40 CFR 1502.14[d]) even if it
does not meet the purpose and need for the proposed action (Section 1.2, Purpose and
Need). The No Action Alternative provides a useful baseline for comparison of
environmental effects (including cumulative effects) and demonstrates the consequences of
not meeting the need for the action. For this LUPA/EIS, the No Action Alternative was
developed by reviewing and analyzing all of the BLM and Forest Service LUPs within the
Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-region for management decisions related to GRSG
and their habitat.
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In addition to the No Action Alternative, five action alternatives were developed. These
alternatives are the result of extensive consultation and coordination with the public, tribes,
cooperating agencies, and stakeholders (Chapter 5, Consultation and Coordination). All of
the action alternatives were developed to meet the purpose and need for the proposed action
and to address the planning issues (Section 1.5, Scoping and Identification of Issues for
Development of the Proposed Plan and Draft Alternatives). The basic goal of developing
alternatives is to prepare different possible management scenarios that:

e Address the identified planning issues;
e Explore opportunities to enhance or expand resources or resource uses;
e Resolve conflicts among resources and resource uses; and

e Meet the purpose of and need for the LUP.

Achievement of this goal will help the BLLM, Forest Service, and the public understand the
various ways of addressing conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources, as
well as provide the BLM and Forest Service decision makers a range of reasonable
alternatives with which to make an informed decision. The components of the alternatives
and the management direction of each alternative are discussed in Section 2.6, Detailed
Description of Alternatives.

The alternatives are intended to address the USFWS-identified issues and threats to GRSG
and their habitat. All of the action alternatives were developed to utilize resource programs
in BLM and Forest Service LUPs to address the USFWS-identified threats to GRSG and
their habitat. Table 2-1, USFWS-Identified Threats to Greater Sage-Grouse and Their
Habitat and Applicable BLM and Forest Service Resource Programs for Addressing
Threats*, lists the USFWS-identified threats and the applicable resource programs in BLM
and Forest Service LUPs that can address those threats. Decisions listed in Table 2-1 are
meant to provide LUP-level guidance for implementation of subsequent site-specific
decisions.

Table 2-1
USFWS-Identified Threats to Greater Sage-Grouse and Their Habitat and Applicable BLM
and Forest Service Resource Programs for Addressing Threats*

USFWS-identified Threat to Greater | Applicable BLM and Forest Service Resource Program for
Sage-Grouse and Their Habitat Addressing the Threat

Invasive Species Program: Vegetation

Decisions: Weed control, suppression, or eradication via natural
processes; restrictions on allowable uses; active management or
treatment

Fire Program: Wildland Fire Management

Decisions: Changes to fire management strategies; identify areas
suitable and unsuitable for managed wildfire and the use of
prescribed fire; identify priority areas for suppression
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Table 2-1

USFWS-Identified Threats to Greater Sage-Grouse and Their Habitat and Applicable BLM
and Forest Service Resource Programs for Addressing Threats*

USFWS-identified Threat to Greater
Sage-Grouse and Their Habitat

Applicable BLM and Forest Service Resource Program for
Addressing the Threat

Infrastructure

Program: Lands and Realty — Ultilities
Decisions: Issue ROW grant; identify ROW avoidance or exclusion
areas; identify utility corridors

Program: Lands and Realty — Communication Sites
Decisions: Issue ROW grant; identify ROW avoidance or exclusion
areas

Program: Range Management, Wild Horse and Burro, Recreation,
Fish and Wildlife

Decisions: Installation or removal of fences, water developments
(springs, tanks, windmills, etc.)

Program: Water Resources — Fences/culverts/stream crossings
Decisions: Installation or removal of fences, culverts or stream
crossings

Program: Comprehensive Trails and Travel Management — Roads
Decisions: Identify travel management areas; identify modes of
access and travel; identify areas open, limited, or closed to OHVs

Program: Lands and Realty — Railroads
Decisions: Issue ROW grant; Identify ROW avoidance or

exclusion areas

Agriculture

Program: Lands and Realty
Decisions: Identify retention, disposal, and acquisition areas

Conifer Invasion

Program: Vegetation
Decisions: Conduct vegetation treatments

Grazing

Program: Range Management

Decisions: Identify acres open and closed to grazing; establish
animal unit-months (AUMs); manage grazing systems; conduct
range improvements; identify season of use; identify stocking rates

Program: Wild Horse and Burro
Decisions: Identify herd areas and herd management areas

Program: Special Status Species
Decisions: Identify habitat management

Utrbanization

Program: Lands and Realty
Decisions: Identify retention, disposal, and acquisition areas

Predation

Program: Lands and Realty
Decisions: Establish design features and best management
practices (BMPs)

Disease

Program: Water Resources
Decisions: Establish design features and BMPs

Program: Minerals
Decisions: Establish design features and BMPs

Prescribed Fire

Program: Wildland Fire Management
Decisions: Establish fire management strategies; identify areas
suitable and unsuitable for the use of prescribed fire
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Table 2-1

USFWS-Identified Threats to Greater Sage-Grouse and Their Habitat and Applicable BLM
and Forest Service Resource Programs for Addressing Threats*

USFWS-identified Threat to Greater
Sage-Grouse and Their Habitat

Applicable BLM and Forest Service Resource Program for
Addressing the Threat

Oil and Gas

Program: Fluid Minerals

Decisions: Identify open and closed areas to fluid mineral leasing;
Identify open areas with No Surface Occupancy (NSO),
Controlled Surface Use (CSU), Timing Limitation (TL) stipulations

Program: Lands and Realty
Decisions: Issue ROW grant; identify ROW avoidance or exclusion
areas

Water Development

Program: Range Management
Decisions: Identify number, location, and type of range water
developments

Hunting

There is no resource program for addressing this threat to GRSG
and their habitat. Management of hunting is typically carried out at
the state level.

Climate Change

There is no resource program for addressing this threat to GRSG
and their habitat. This threat, however, is addressed in the
cumulative effects analyses in Section 4.15.

* Fach action alternative includes required design features (RDFs) or BMPs that are designed to reduce effects of
activities on GRSG. Alternatives B, C, D, and F RDFs are located in Appendix C; Alternative E BMPs are included in

Appendix D.

The BLM and Forest Service complied with NEPA and the CEQ implementing regulations
at 40 CFR Part 1500 in the development of alternatives for this draft LUPA/EIS, including
seeking public input and analyzing reasonable alternatives. Since this is a plan amendment to
address GRSG conservation, unrelated decisions from existing field office or forest LUPs
remain acceptable and reasonable. For these unrelated decisions, there is no need to develop
alternative management prescriptions or guidance.

Public input received during the scoping process was considered to ensure that all issues and
concerns would be addressed, as appropriate, in developing the alternatives. The planning
team developed planning issues to be addressed in the LUPA, based on broad concerns or
controversies related to conditions, trends, needs, and existing and potential uses of planning
area lands and resources.

2.1.3 Developing Alternatives for the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-
Region

The Boise, Idaho Falls, Twin Falls, and Western Montana BLM District Offices administer
the 21 pertinent BLM LUPs being amended by this LUPA/EIS, covering approximately 9.3
million acres of GRSG habitat and certain program-level plans (such as oil and gas leasing
analyses) after eight Forest Service LUPs. In addition, eight Forest Service LUPs,

administered by Forest Service Regions 1 and 4 and covering approximately 1.9 million
acres, would be amended by this LUPA/EIS. The Dillon Field Office RMP and Beaverhead-
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Deerlodge National Forest Plan updated their LUPs in 2008 and 2009, respectively, and
included management guidance specifically addressing GRSG. The BLM and Forest Service
implemented the first four steps of the BLM’s planning process (see Section 1.4.1, BLM
Planning Process) in developing a reasonable range of alternatives: identification of issues,
development of planning criteria, inventory data and information collection. The issue
identification and current management assessment processes began in 2011 with an
extensive review by the BLM and Forest Service interdisciplinary team of current land
management decisions and direction from the 29 LUPs being amended by this LUPA/EIS.
From this, the BLM and Forest Service identified preliminary planning issues that could be
addressed in an LUP amendment. A list of LUPs within the Idaho and Southwestern
Montana Sub-region that would be amended by this effort is found in Chapter 1, Table 1-1.

As discussed in Section 1.5, Scoping and Identification of Issues, preliminary planning issues
were distributed during the scoping process for public comment, along with a request to
identify additional issues. Based on scoping and public participation efforts, the BLM and
Forest Service identified 13 planning issue categories in the Summary Scoping Report (BLM
and Forest Service 2012). These have been refined for the planning area and are detailed in
Section 1.5, Scoping and Identification of Issues. Planning issues are concerns or
controversies about existing and potential land and resource allowable uses, levels of
resource use, production, and related management practices. Planning issues are well defined
or topically discrete and should be addressed in the management decisions identified in the
Alternatives. As this definition suggests, the alternatives will identify different ways to
resolve each planning issue. The results of public scoping are detailed in National Greater
Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy Land Use Plan Amendments and Environmental Impact
Statements Scoping Summary Report (BLM and Forest Service 2012).

Between May and September 2012, the planning team (BLM, Forest Service, and
cooperating agencies) met to develop management goals and to identify objectives and
actions to address the goals. The various groups met numerous times throughout this period
to refine their work. As outcomes of this process, the planning team accomplished the
following:

e Developed one No Action Alternative (Alternative A) and three preliminary
action alternatives. The first action alternative (Alternative B) is based on A
Report on National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures (NTT 2011),
and the two additional action alternatives (Alternative C and F) are based on
proposed alternatives submitted by various conservation groups.

e Customized the objectives and actions from the NTT-based alternative
(Alternative B) to develop a third action alternative (Alternative D) that strives
for balance among competing interests.

e Incorporated proposed GRSG protection measures recommended by state
governments as a fifth alternative (Alternative E).
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2.1.4 Range of Reasonable Alternatives

The five resulting action alternatives (Alternatives B, C, D, E and F) offer a range of possible
management approaches for responding to planning issues and concerns identified through
public scoping, and to maintain, enhance or restore GRSG abundance and distribution in
the planning area. While the goal is the same across alternatives, each alternative contains a
discrete set of objectives and management actions and constitutes a separate LUPA with the
potential for different long-range outcomes and conditions.

The relative emphasis given to particular resources and resource uses differs as well,
including allowable uses, restoration measures, and specific direction pertaining to individual
resource programs.

All of the action alternatives were developed to employ resource programs to address the
USFWS-identified threats to GRSG and their habitat. Table 2-1, USFWS-Identified Threats
to Greater Sage-Grouse and Their Habitat and Applicable BLM and Forest Service Resource
Programs for Addressing Threats*, identifies the threats and the applicable BLM-resource
programs in LUPs for addressing the threats. The major threats to GRSG identified by
USFWS in WAFWA Management Zones 2 and 4 include wildfire, invasive species,
infrastructure development, agricultural expansion, urbanization and improper livestock
grazing (Manier et al. 2013, pp. 253-250).

Meaningful differences among the six alternatives are described in Table 2-2, Comparative
Summary of Alternatives by Acres Allottedl, and Table 2-3, Description of Alternatives.
These tables also provide a complete description of proposed decisions for each alternative,
including the project goal and objectives, management actions, and allowable uses for
individual resource programs. Figures at the end of this chapter provide a visual
representation of differences between alternatives. In some instances, varying levels of
management overlap a single polygon due to management prescriptions from different
resource programs. In instances where varying levels of management prescriptions overlap a
single polygon, the stricter of the management prescriptions would apply.

2.2 Brief Alternative Descriptions

The analyzed alternatives were formulated in response to issues and concerns identified
through public scoping, as well as planning criteria and guidance relevant to GRSG
abundance and distribution and the sagebrush ecosystem upon which populations depend
throughout WAFWA Management Zones 2 and 4 (Stiver et al. 2006). Decisions in this
LUPA would apply to 30.1 million acres of federal surface land and approximately 32 million
acres of federal subsurface mineral estate in the planning area administered by the Idaho and
Montana BLM and the Forest Service.

The five action alternatives (B, C, D, E and F) describe proposed changes to current LUPs
as well as any existing management that would be carried forward. These alternatives provide
a range of choices for resolving the planning issues identified in Chapter 1, Introduction.
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The BLM and Forest Service recognizes that social, economic, and environmental issues
cross landownership lines and that extensive cooperation is needed to actively address issues
of mutual concern. To the extent possible, these alternatives were developed utilizing input
from public scoping comments and cooperating agencies.

2.2.1 Management Common to All Alternatives (Alternatives A through F)

Although each alternative emphasizes a slightly different mix of resources and resource uses,
all five action alternatives, and portions of Alternative A, would strive to achieve the
following goals:

e Conserve, enhance, and restore the sagebrush ecosystem that GRSG populations
depend on in order to maintain or increase their abundance and distribution, in
cooperation with other conservation partners

e DProtect GRSG habitats from disturbances that will reduce distribution or
abundance of GRSG

The following activities would occur under all alternatives:

e Comply with state and federal laws, regulations, policies, and standards, including
FLPMA multiple use mandates and NMFA regulations.

e Implement actions (day-to-day management, monitoring, and administrative
functions) that stem directly from regulations, policy, and law, which are
considered in conformance with the LUPA alternatives and are not specifically
addressed in the alternatives.

e Preserve or recognize valid existing rights, which include any leases, claims, or
other use authorizations established before a new or modified authorization,
change in land designation, or new or modified regulation is approved. Activities
on existing mineral leases are managed through terms, conditions and
stipulations on the leases, and through specific operating conditions included in
operating plan approvals.

e Collaborate with adjacent landowners, federal and state agencies, local
governments, tribes, communities, other agencies, and other individuals and
organizations, including GRSG LWGs, as needed, to monitor and implement
decisions to achieve desired resoutrce conditions.

e Sustain habitat in sufficient quantities and quality for viable plant and wildlife
populations.

e Provide for human safety and property protection from wildfire.
e Ensure that existing utility corridors would remain unchanged.

e Limit all Forest Service-administered lands to designated routes.
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In addition on-going BLM and Forest Service vegetation management actions would
continue. Under all alternatives, including No Action, the BLM and Forest Service will
continue to implement a vegetation management program that addresses all programs that
rely on healthy plant species and communities to meet their objectives. The BLM and Forest
Service’s overarching direction for vegetation management is, through an interdisciplinary
collaborative process, to plan and implement a set of actions that improve biological
diversity and ecosystem function and promote and maintain native plant communities that
are resilient to disturbance and invasive species (BLM Handbook 1909.12; FSM 2070.2).

To achieve this goal, the BLM and Forest Service understand and plan for the condition and
use of BLM- and Forest Service-administered lands, focus on restoring sites that will most
benefit from treatments, select the appropriate treatments to improve the likelthood of
restoration success, monitor treatments to better understand what treatments are successful
or unsuccessful, and convey information about treatment activities to BLM and Forest
Service staff and the public.

BLM vegetation treatment policies are an outcome of the Vegetation Treatments
Programmatic EIS released in October 2007 (BLM 2007). The programmatic EIS contains
broad regional descriptions of resources, environmental impact analysis, and BLM-wide
decisions on herbicide use and other available tools for vegetation management, and
provides a programmatic USFWS ESA Section 7 consultation. The programmatic EIS is the
context within which the Idaho and Montana BLLM carry out vegetation management.

As part of any vegetation treatment or ground-disturbing activity, BLM and Forest Service
policies require a survey of the project site for species listed or proposed for listing, or
special status species. This is done by a qualified biologist or botanist who consults the state
and local databases and visits the site at the appropriate season. If a proposed activity would
affect a proposed or listed species or its critical habitat, the BLM and Forest Service consult
with the USFWS. A project with a “may affect/likely to adversely affect” determination for a
listed threatened or endangered species requires formal consultation and receives a
Biological Opinion from the USFWS or National Marine Fisheries Service. For species that
are formally proposed for listing, via a Proposed Rule in the Federal Register, federal
agencies “conference” with USFWS or the National Marine Fisheries Service as appropriate.
A project with a “may affect/not likely to adversely affect” determination requires informal
consultation and receives a concurrence letter from the USFWS.

When developing mitigation and prevention plans for activities on BLM- and Forest Service-
administered lands under all alternatives, the BLM and Forest Service will continue to
address conditions that enhance invasive species abundance. These conditions include
excessive disturbance associated with road maintenance, poor grazing management, and high
levels of recreational use.

The BLM will also continue to participate in the National Early Warning and Rapid
Response System for Invasive Species. The goal of this system is to minimize the
establishment and spread of new invasive species through a coordinated framework of
public and private processes.
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The BLM and Forest Service will also continue to coordinate with resource advisory groups
and non-governmental organizations, including BLM Resource Advisory Councils, the
Western Governors’ Association, the National Association of Counties, the Western Area
Power Administration, the National Cattlemen’s Association, the National Wool Growers
Association, the Society of American Foresters, and the American Forest and Paper
Association. The BLM will continue to solicit input from national and local conservation and
environmental groups with an interest in land management activities on BLM- and Forest
Service-administered lands.

All alternatives include direction contained in BLM IM 2013-128 — Sage-Grouse
Conservation in Fire Operations and Fuels Management; Forest Service Washington Office
letter 5100 dated July 3, 2013, Sage-Grouse Conservation Methods 2013, and a monitoring
strategy.

Under all alternatives for fire management/fuels reduction, the BLM and Forest Service will
continue to participate with the Wildland Fire Leadership Council, a cooperative, interagency
organization dedicated to achieving consistent implementation of the goals, actions, and
policies in the National Fire Plan and the Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy.

As directed by the Healthy Forests Restoration Act, the BLM and Forest Service will
continue to develop an annual program of work that prioritizes authorized hazardous fuel
reduction projects designed to protect at-risk communities or watersheds. In accordance
with the Act, funding priority is given to communities that have adopted Community
Wildfire Protection Plans or that have taken measures to encourage willing property owners
to reduce fire risk on private property. All prescribed burning is coordinated with state and
local air quality agencies to ensure that local air quality is not significantly impacted by BLM
and Forest Service activities.

Also under all alternatives, the BLM and Forest Service will continue to consider and employ
two types of monitoring of vegetation treatments: implementation monitoring and
effectiveness monitoring. Implementation monitoring is usually done at the land use
planning level or through annual work plan accomplishment reporting. Effectiveness
monitoring is usually done at the local project implementation level. Monitoring of invasive
plant treatment effectiveness can range from site visits to compare the targeted population
size against pre-treatment inventory data, to comparing pre-treatment and post-treatment
photo points, to more elaborate transect work, depending on the species and site-specific
variables.

2.2.2 Alternative A — No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative (Alternative A) represents the continuation of current
management direction in the 21 BLM Field Office LUPs and 8 Forest Service LUPs, and
proposes no new plan or management actions. Existing GRSG-related management
direction is provided in BLM WO IM 2012-043, Greater Sage-Grouse Interim Management
Policies and Procedures; Forest Service WO 2600 Memo, Interim Conservation
Recommendations for Greater Sage-Grouse and Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat; BLM WO
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IM 2013-128, Sage-Grouse Conservation in Fire Operations and Fuels Management; Forest
Service WO letter 5100, Sage-Grouse Conservation Methods 2013; Idaho BLM IM 2013-
036, Greater Sage-Grouse Habitat and Wildland Fire Objectives; and Idaho BLM
Information Bulletin (IB) 2013-0306, Interim Framework for Evaluating Proposed Activities
Within Greater Sage-Grouse Preliminary Priority and Preliminary General Habitats on
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Land in Idaho). A no action alternative is required by
CEQ regulations and provides a baseline for comparison of the other alternatives (CEQ
1981).

2.2.3 Brief Description of the Action Alternatives

Later in this chapter each of the analyzed alternatives is described in detail. Each alternative
is composed of several integral parts: 1) a description of the GRSG habitat designations; 2)
goals, objectives and management actions to be applied to those designations; and 3)
required design features, stipulations or best management practices associated with various
management actions. These parts are described within similar sections organized under each
alternative. Components 2 and 3 are grouped relative to threat as described in the 2010
Finding, and described in a subsequent section under each alternative. Figures at the end of
this chapter provide a graphic representation of the habitat designations as well as the
differences between the alternatives. Proposed RDFs and BMPs are presented in Appendix
C.

Management Common to All Action Alternatives (Alternatives B, through F)
The following would be common to all action alternatives:

e Allowable uses and management actions from the existing LUPs that remain
valid and do not require amending are carried forward

e [Existing requirements regarding site-specific environmental analysis, public
involvement, consultation with tribes and other agencies, or compliance with
applicable laws without waiver are maintained

e Appropriate, site-specific analysis as described in NEPA and any requisite site-
specific decision making (i.e., 43 CFR Subpart 4160, or 36 CFR Part 251) would
be conducted prior to approving proposed management actions

e Impacts analysis on other sagebrush steppe species and impacts on state
endowment trust lands managed by the Idaho Department of Lands would be
analyzed during site-specific project NEPA review

e Activities not specifically addressed by the alternative would still be subject to the
allowances and restrictions of the applicable resource management plans

e Information in the Management Plan and Conservation Strategies for Sage-
Grouse in Montana would be considered when designing projects that may affect
sensitive species or federally listed species in Montana
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e An oil and gas leasing decision would be made and would be consistent with the
BLM and Forest Service requirements for a leasing decision as found in 43 CFR
Part 3101 and 36 CFR 228.102, respectively.

Monitoring for the Greater Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy

The BLM’s planning regulations, specifically 43 CFR 1610.4-9 require that land use plans
establish intervals and standards for monitoring, based on the sensitivity of the resource
decisions. Land use plan monitoring is the process of tracking the implementation of land
use plan decisions (implementation monitoring) and collecting data/information necessaty
to evaluate the effectiveness of land use plan decisions (effectiveness monitoring). The
Forest Service Planning Regulations at 36 CFR 219.6(b) require that plans describe a
monitoring program for the planning area that establishes monitoring questions and
associated performance measures. Monitoring questions must link to one or more desired
condition, objective, or guideline.

In keeping with the WAFWA Sage-Grouse Comprehensive Conservation Strategy (Stivers et
al. 2006) and the Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Objectives: Final Report (USFWS
2013), BLM and Forest Service will monitor implementation and effectiveness of
conservation measures in GRSG habitats.

On March 5, 2010 the 12-Month Findings for Petitions to List the Greater Sage-Grouse
(Centrocercus urophasianus) as Threatened or Endangered were posted as a Federal Register
notice (USFWS 2010a). This notice stated:

“...the information collected by BLM could not be used to make broad generalizations
about the status of rangelands and management actions. There was a lack of consistency
across the range in how questions were interpreted and answered for the data call, which
limited our ability to use the results to understand habitat conditions for Sage-Grouse on
BLM lands.”

The BLM, the Forest Service and other conservation partners would use the information
produced by monitoring to guide implementation of conservation activities.

Monitoring strategies for GRSG habitat and populations must be collaborative, as habitat
occurs across jurisdictional boundaries (52 percent BLM, 31 percent private, 8 percent
Forest Service, 5 percent state, 4 percent tribal and other Federal; USFWS 2010a), and
because state fish and wildlife agencies have primary responsibility for population level
management of wildlife, including population monitoring on all lands (including federal).
Therefore, population efforts will continue to be conducted in partnership with state fish
and wildlife agencies. The BLM and Forest Service are in the process of finalizing a
monitoring framework, which will be included in the Proposed LUP Amendment/FEIS; the
major components of this monitoring framework can be found in Appendix E of this Draft
EIS. The Monitoring Framework will describe the process that the BLM and Forest Service
will use to monitor implementation and effectiveness of LUP decisions and will include:
methods, data standards, and intervals of monitoring at broad and mid scales; consistent
indicators to measure and metric descriptions for each of the scales (see Habitat Assessment
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Framework [HAF] and Assessment, Inventory and Monitoring core indicators); analysis and
reporting methods; and methods for incorporating results into adaptive management. The
need for fine and site-scale specific habitat monitoring may vary by area depending on
existing conditions, habitat variability, threats, and land health. Indicators at the fine and site
scales will be consistent with the HAF; however the values for the indicators could be
adjusted for regional conditions.

More specifically, the Monitoring Framework discusses how the BLM and Forest Service
will monitor and track implementation and effectiveness of planning decisions (e.g., tracking
of waivers, modifications, site level actions). The two agencies will monitor the effectiveness
of LUP decisions in meeting management and conservation objectives. Effectiveness
monitoring includes monitoring disturbance in habitats as well as landscape habitat
attributes. To monitor habitats the BLM and Forest Service will measure and track attributes
of occupied habitat, priority habitat, and general habitat at the broad scale, and attributes of
habitat availability, patch size, connectivity, linkage areas, edge effect, and anthropogenic
disturbances at the mid-scale. Disturbance monitoring will measure and track changes in the
amount of sagebrush in the landscape and changes in the anthropogenic footprint including
the change in the density of energy development. The Monitoring Framework Plan also
includes methodology for analysis and reporting for Field Offices/States/Ranger
Districts/BLM Districts/Forests/Forest Service Regions including geospatial and tabular
data for disturbance mapping (e.g., geospatial footprint of new permitted disturbances) and
effectiveness of management actions.

The monitoring data will provide the indicator estimates for adaptive management. The
BLM and the Forest Service will adjust management decisions through an adaptive
management process.

Adaptive Management

Adaptive Management is a decision process that promotes flexible resource management
decision making that can be adjusted in the face of uncertainties as outcomes from
management actions and other events become better understood. Careful monitoring of
these outcomes both advances scientific understanding and helps with adjusting resource
management directions as part of an iterative learning process. Adaptive management also
recognizes the importance of natural variability in contributing to ecological resilience and
productivity. It is not a ‘trial and error’ process, but rather emphasizes learning while doing,.
Adaptive management does not represent an end in itself, but rather a means to more
effective decisions and enhanced benefits. On February 1, 2008, the Department of Interior
(DOI) published its Adaptive Management Implementation Policy (522 Department Manual
1). The Forest Service has included adaptive management in its NEPA regulations (36 CFR
220.5[¢][2]). The adaptive management strategy presented within this EIS complies with
these policies.

In relation to the BLM and Forest Service’s National Greater Sage-Grouse Planning
Strategy, adaptive management would help ensure GRSG conservation measures presented
in this EIS contain the needed level of certainty for effectiveness. If principles of adaptive
management are incorporated into the conservation measure in the plan (to ameliorate
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threats to a species), then there is a greater likelihood that a conservation measure or plan
would be effective in reducing threats to that species. The following provides the BLM and
Forest Service adaptive management strategy for the Idaho and Southwestern Montana sub-
region.

Adaptive Management and Monitoring

This EIS contains a monitoring framework plan (Appendix E) which includes an
effectiveness monitoring component. The agencies intend to use the data collected from the
effectiveness monitoring to identify any changes in habitat conditions related to the goals
and objectives of the plan and other range-wide conservation strategies (Stiver et al. 20006;
USFWS 2013). When available from WAFWA and/or state wildlife agencies, information
about population trends would be considered with effectiveness monitoring data (taking into
consideration the lag effect response of populations to habitat changes [Garton et al. 2011]).
The information collected through the Monitoring Framework Plan outlined in Appendix E
would be used by the BLM and Forest Service to determine when adaptive management
hard and soft triggers (discussed below) are met.

Adaptive Management Plan
Both Alternatives D and E contain some specific details with regard to the adaptive

management process that are further explained within those alternative discussions (see
Sections 2.6.4 and 2.6.5, respectively).

For Alternatives B, C, and F, the BLM and Forest Service would develop an adaptive
management plan to provide certainty that unintended negative impacts on GRSG would be
addressed before consequences become severe or irreversible and to provide regulatory
certainty to the USFWS that appropriate action will be taken by the BLM and Forest Service.
This adaptive management plan would:

e Identify science based soft and hard adaptive management triggers (see below)
applicable to each population or subpopulation within the planning area,

e Address how the multiple scale data from the Monitoring Framework Plan
(Appendix E) would be used to gauge when adaptive management triggers are
met, and

e Charter an adaptive management working group to assist with responding to soft
adaptive management triggers.

Adaptive Management Triggers. Adaptive management triggers are essential for identifying
when potential management changes are needed in order to continue meeting GRSG
conservation objectives. The BLM and Forest Service would use a continuum of trigger
points (soft and hard triggers), which would enhance BLM’s and Forest Service’s ability to
effectively manage GRSG habitat. The soft and hard triggers that would be delineated in the
adaptive management plan would (at a minimum):

e Be based on the best available science
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e Tied to the populations/demographics
e Take into account the importance of various seasonal habitat types

e Not be limited to a single time window

Soft triggers indicate when the BLM and Forest Service would consider adjustments to
resource/resource use management. An adaptive management working group would help
identify the causal factors as to what prompted the soft adaptive management trigger. The
group would also provide recommendations to the appropriate BLM and Forest Service
authorizing official (decision maker) regarding the applicable management response to
address this trigger (e.g., effective mitigation, restoration, reclamation, and in some instances,
a land use plan amendment or revision). When organizing the adaptive management working
group, the BLM and Forest Service would invite participation from BLM, Forest Service,
USFWS, local governments, and applicable state fish and game agencies.

Hard triggers indicate when the BLM and Forest Service would take immediate action to
stop the continued deviation from conservation objectives. These actions could include one
or more of the following (which may require subsequent NEPA:

e Temporary closures (as directed under BLM IM No. 2013-035)

e Immediate implementation of interim management policies and procedures
through the BLM and Forest Service directives system

e Initiation of a new LUP Amendment to consider changes to the existing LUP
decisions

Alternative B

BLM and Forest Service management actions, in concert with other state and federal
agencies and private landowners, play a critical role in the future trends of GRSG
populations. The BLM National Policy Team, as part of the National Greater Sage-Grouse
Planning Strategy, established the NTT in August 2011. The NTT’s mission was to develop
and describe conservation measures to be considered while new or revised range-wide and
long term regulatory mechanisms were developed through LUPAs to conserve, enhance, and
restore the portions of GRSG habitat on BLM- and Forest Service-administered lands. The
BLM and Forest Service used GRSG conservation measures in A Report on National
Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures (Sage-Grouse National Technical Team 2011,
also referred as to the N'T'T Report) to form management direction under Alternative B.

Conservation measures under Alternative B are focused on preliminary priority management
areas, (PPMAs, areas that have the highest conservation value to maintaining or increasing
GRSG populations) and on Great Basin-wide concerns for GRSG. GRSG habitat
preliminary general management areas, PGMAs, are also identified, encompassing seasonal
or year-round habitat. Acreages of each management area are shown in Table 2-2. The BLM
and Forest Service would apply a three percent surface disturbance cap on anthropogenic
disturbances (not including fire) in PPMAs.

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Gronse LUPA/ELS
October 2013

Chapter 2 — Alternatives 2-15



(=

Idaho and Southwestern Montana
Draft LUPA/EIS

Alternative C

During scoping for this LUPA/EIS, individuals and conservation groups submitted
management direction recommendations for protecting and conserving GRSG and habitat
range-wide. The recommendations, in conjunction with resource allocation opportunities
and internal sub-regional BLM and Forest Service input, were reviewed in order to develop
BLM and Forest Service management direction for GRSG under Alternative C.
Management actions in Alternative C are applied to all occupied habitat (PPMA) and focus
on the removal of livestock grazing from the landscape to alleviate threats to GRSG. The
acreage of PPMA is shown in Table 2-2. Similar to Alternative B, the BLM and Forest
Service would apply a three percent surface disturbance cap on anthropogenic disturbances
(not including fire) in PPMAs.

Alternative D

This is the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-region alternative. It describes
conservation measures to conserve, enhance, and restore GRSG habitat on BLM- and
Forest Service-administered lands, while balancing resources and resource use among
competing human interests, land uses, and the conservation of natural and cultural resource
values, and sustaining and enhancing ecological integrity across the landscape, including
plant, wildlife, and fish habitat. This alternative incorporates the N'T'T strategy and includes
local adjustments to A Report on National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures
(NTT 2011) and habitat boundaries to provide a balanced level of protection, restoration,
enhancement, and use of resources and services to meet ongoing programs and land uses.

Conservation measures under Alternative D apply to three GRSG management areas —
preliminary priority management area, PGMA, and preliminary medial management area
(PMMA). PPMAs contain the most important and relatively intact habitats and potential
restoration areas for conserving GRSG, PMMAs have some level of development or
disturbance that reduces the effective character for GRSG but still provides better quality
habitat than PGMAs. PGMAs represent the remaining occupied or potentially occupied
habitat outside of PPMAs and PMMAs. Acreages of each management area are shown in
Table 2-2. Under Alternative D, the BLM and Forest Service would require no net
unmitigated loss of PPMAs instead of a disturbance cap. Mitigation of habitat loss is
described in some detail in Section 2.6.4, Detailed Description of Alternative D.

Alternative E

The Idaho Governor’s Alternative (Governor’s Alternative), which provides the basis for
Alternative E in this EIS, was developed from recommendations by the State of Idaho’s
GRSG Task Force and provides recommendations and policies to aid the State of Idaho in
developing a conservation plan specifically adapted to Idaho GRSG populations with the
objective of precluding the need to list the species under the ESA (Idaho Governor’s Sage-
grouse Task Force 2012). Conservation measures under Alternative E for lands in Idaho
would apply to three GRSG management areas: core habitat zone (CHZ), important habitat
zone (IHZ), and general habitat zone (GHZ). Acreages of each habitat zone are shown in
Table 2-2. The three proposed habitat zones represent a management continuum that
includes at one end, a relatively restrictive approach aimed at providing a high level of

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS
October 2013

S+

W

“2-16

S



Idaho and Southwestern Montana
Draft LUPA/EIS

protection to the most important CHZ. On the other end is a relatively flexible approach for
GHZ, allowing for more multiple-use activities. Management under the IHZ contemplates
greater flexibility than in the CHZ, but the overall quality and ecological importance of most
of the habitat within this theme is more closely aligned with the habitat in the CHZ than in
the GHZ. Alternative E includes a three percent disturbance cap on fluid mineral
development in CHZ in Idaho and a five percent disturbance cap for IHZ. Since the sub-
regional planning boundary extends into southwestern Montana and the Sawtooth National
Forest portion of Utah, management for these areas in this alternative reflect the approaches
described through coordination with Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks (as part of previous
planning) and the State of Utah. Lands in Montana would be managed under Alternative A.
For the portion of the sub-region within Utah, PPMA and PGMA would be delineated, with
the same definitions as under Alternative B.

Alternative F

Similar to Alternative C, Alternative I was derived from individual and conservation group
scoping comments. This alternative contains a mixture of management actions from A4
Report on National Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures as well as additional restrictions on
resource uses and increased resource protection. As such, Alternative F provides greater
restrictions on allowable uses and less resource management flexibility than Alternative B.
Conservation measures in Alternative F are focused on PPMAs, PGMAs, and PRMAs.
Acreages of each management area are shown in Table 2-2. The BLM and Forest Service

would apply a three percent disturbance cap on surface disturbances (including fire) in
PPMAs.

2.3 Additional Alternatives Considered
2.3.1 Eliminated From Detailed Analysis

The following alternatives were considered but were not carried forward for detailed analysis
because (1) they would not fulfill the requirements of FLPMA or NFMA or other existing
laws or regulations, (2) they did not meet the purpose and need for the LUPA (Section 1.2,
Purpose and Need), (3) they were already part of an existing plan, policy, or administrative
function, or (4) they did not fall within the limits of the planning criteria; or they were
outside of the technical, legal, or policy constraints of developing a LUPA for BLM- and
Forest Service-administered land resources and resource uses. FLPMA requires the BLM
and Forest Service to manage the BLM- and Forest Service-administered lands and resources
in accordance with the principles of multiple use and sustained yield. This includes
recognizing the nation’s needs for domestic sources of minerals, food, timber, and fiber.
Moreover, the BLM and Forest Service are required by law to recognize existing valid rights
on BLM- and Forest Service-administered lands and to manage those lands in accordance
with existing laws. These include the General Mining Act of 1872 and the Mineral Leasing
Act of 1920, as amended.

USFWS-Listing Alternative

Comments provided through scoping requested analysis of an alternative based on the
assumption that GRSG become listed under the ESA. This is outside the scope; the purpose
and need of this plan amendment is to address inadequacy of regulatory mechanisms that
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were identified as one of the listing factors for GRSG in the USFWS finding on the petition
to list GRSG. The USFWS identified the principal regulatory mechanism for the BLM and
Forest Service as conservation measures in LUPs. In response to the USFWS findings, as
well as the BLM and Forest Service’s requirement to manage sensitive species, the BLM and
Forest Service are preparing plan amendments with associated EISs to evaluate the
incorporation of conservation measures in LUPs for GRSG. Because the purpose of the
LUP amendments is to identify and potentially incorporate appropriate conservation
measures in LUPs to consetve, enhance and/or restore GRSG habitat by reducing,
eliminating, or minimizing threats to that habitat, the alternatives in this EIS, therefore,
focus on those conservation measures that can be incorporated into the LUPs. Although the
potential listing of GRSG would also include conservation measures identified by the
USFWS, those conservation measures are not known at this time. Therefore, an alternative
that includes USFWS-listing with associated conservation measures for GRSG is not being
analyzed in detail.

Elimination of Recreational Hunting

Neither the BLM nor the Forest Service regulate hunting activities on federal lands; this
responsibility resides with IDFG, MFWP, and Utah Division of Wildlife Resources. IDFG,
MFWP, and the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources manage wildlife within Idaho,
Montana, and Utah, respectively, while the BLM and Forest Service manage wildlife habitat.
Recreational hunting of GRSG, including hunting seasons, is directed by the relevant state
conservation plans for GRSG and criteria therein.

Predation

Commenters stated that predator control was needed to protect GRSG from predation.
IDFG and MFWP possess primary responsibility for managing the wildlife within Idaho and
Montana, respectively, while the BLM and Forest Service are responsible for managing
habitat. Consistent with an MOU between the BLM and the USDA, APHIS-Wildlife
Services, the BLM and Forest Service would continue to work with IDFG and MFWP to
meet state wildlife population objectives. Predator control is allowed on BLM-administered
lands and is regulated by IDFG and MFWP. Avian predators such as ravens and birds of
prey are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act; eagles are protected under the Bald
and Golden Eagle Act. Control of these avian predators is under the jurisdiction of the
USFWS. Therefore, these comments relate to state- and federal-regulated actions that are
outside of BLM or Forest Service authority and are outside the scope of the LUPA/EIS.
The BLM and Forest Service will continue to work with agencies to address current
predation of GRSG. The BLM and Forest Service-administered lands in the planning area
will remain open to predator control under state laws.

Close All or Portions of Preliminary Priority or Preliminary General Management
Areas to Off-Highway Vehicle Use

Through this LUPA/EIS, the BLM has identified, but has not studied in detail, an
alternative to designate new area closures for OHV use within PPMA and PGMA. The BLM
has analyzed alternatives to designate all areas within PPMAs and PGMAs as “limited” to
existing roads and trails for OHV use, if not already closed by existing planning efforts.
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Subsequent Travel Management Plans will be developed to identify specific routes within
limited areas that will be closed in order to protect and conserve GRSG and its habitat. The
BLM and Forest Service have analyzed existing OHV area closures within PPMAs and
PGMAs as part of the No Action alternative and as a decision common to all alternatives.
The following provides the BLM and Forest Service’s rationale:

1) There are areas within PPMAs and PGMAs that are currently closed to OHV
use (e.g., Wilderness Areas). While these areas were closed to OHV use for
purposes other than GRSG conservation, the BLM and Forest Service will
analyze the impacts that these closures have on protection of GRSG and GRSG
habitat. These closures are analyzed in the No Action alternative and will be
carried forward across all alternatives in this EIS/Amendment.

2) This GRSG Amendment is considering eliminating cross-country travel by
analyzing limiting travel to existing roads and trails, as no new areas will be
designated as open to OHV use. In at least one alternative, all existing areas that
are designated as open will become limited to existing roads and trails.

3) Route inventories in PPH and PGH are currently underway based on
coordinated efforts between the BLM, Forest Service, and USFWS staff. Once
the inventories are complete, the BLM and Forest Service will initiate travel and
transportation planning, which will undergo a NEPA analysis and will include
public involvement. Through subsequent Travel and Transportation planning,
the BLM will identify and consider closing specific existing routes that may be
affecting GRSG habitat. Any decision to close routes to OHV use in the Travel
and Transportation plans would be based on consideration of the habitat
objectives and the overall goal of conserving, enhancing, or restoring sagebrush
ecosystems upon which GRSG populations depend.

In addition, during the District or Field Office plan revision/amendment
process, travel and transportation area decisions (open, limited or closed) would
be revisited at the local level based on existing inventory information associated
with a myriad of resources and resource uses.

4) During the public scoping period for this LUPA, there were no specific areas
identified for closure to carry forward for detailed analysis.

For the reasons identified above, this subject was not carried forward for detailed
analysis in this LUPA.

2.3.2 Incorporated in Whole or In Part

Consideration of Coal Mining

According to 43 CFR 3420.1-4(e), the BLM can only lease coal in areas identified as having
development potential. While there are several historic coal developments, including Teton
Basin and Goose Creek, to date, no areas have been identified with economic reserves to
support future leasing analysis. Under all alternatives, the BLM would consider proposals for
coal and oil shale leasing on a case-by-case basis for minerals resources under the
administration of the federal government. Site-specific environmental analysis and a plan
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amendment would be required to lease for coal or oil shale. There are currently no
regulations governing the leasing of oil shale. Any leases would be issued under the authority
of 30 USC 241, which authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to lease deposits of oil shale.
For these reasons, coal leasing and oil shale development are not addressed in this planning
effort.

Custer County and Owyhee County Sage-Grouse Plans

Both Custer and Owyhee Counties prepared and submitted county approved GRSG
Management Plans to the BLM and Forest Service for consideration and inclusion in the
Sub-Regional EIS Amendment effort. These plans were based largely on the existing LWG
GRSG Plans (Custer County 2006, Owyhee County 2013), which were considered during
the initial development of the range of alternatives considered in detail. They are limited in
scope to the specific county areas they address and do not represent a complete management
scenario for all of the BLM- and Forest Service-administered areas within the sub-region.
The plans, their objectives, GRSG habitat mapping and management actions were each
evaluated to determine whether the components included in those plans augmented or
provided direction outside of the range of detailed alternatives. The results of this analysis
showed the Custer County plan objectives and management actions to be consistent with
Alternative A. The Custer County mapping is similar to the mapping of Alternative C, with
only one habitat category. The extent of identified habitat, based on the LWG Key Habitat
map, is most similar to Alternative E and, while within the range of alternatives, it is not
exactly reflected within any of the alternatives. The Owyhee County Plan is consistent with
Alternative A for mapping, objectives and most management actions. Several management
actions identified in the Owyhee County plan are included as parts of Alternatives B, C, D, E
and F. Since the direction in these plans is already included within the existing range of
alternatives these county plans were not included as additional unique alternatives for
detailed analysis. Appendix A contains an evaluation of each of these plans and the
management actions within those plans in relation to the existing Custer and Owyhee land
use plans and the alternatives analyzed in detail.

Greater Yellowstone Coalition ACECs and Audubon Suggested Management
Actions

During the scoping period the Greater Yellowstone Coalition and Audubon Society
provided management actions that were considered for analysis. The Greater Yellowstone
Coalition proposed several new areas of critical environmental concern that overlap other,
broader ACEC proposals that are included for analysis within Alternative F. The Audubon
Society also provided management actions that were similar or effectively the same as
proposals and management actions included in Alternative B, C or F. These submissions are
contained within the existing range of alternatives and will be considered in detail.

Broad-scale Increased Grazing

During scoping and the alternatives development process, a number of individuals and
cooperating agencies requested that the BLM and Forest Service consider an alternative that
would increase the amount of livestock grazing across all GRSG habitat. This
recommendation was based on the supposition that there is a correlation between declines in
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GRSG and declines in the amount of livestock grazing on public BLM- and Forest Service-
administered lands. While this alternative was considered but eliminated from detailed
analysis for the following reasons, site specific, targeted grazing opportunities are included as
parts of Alternatives D and E:

o Alternatives being considered in this LUPA/EIS are science-based conservation
measures that would meet the purpose and need for the project, which is to
identify and incorporate appropriate conservation measures in LUPs to conserve,
enhance, and restore GRSG habitat by reducing, eliminating, or minimizing
threats to that habitat. There are currently no science-based studies that
demonstrate that increased livestock grazing on public lands would enhance or
restore GRSG habitat or maintain or increase GRSG abundance and
distribution.

e Actual livestock use within GRSG habitat on BLM-administered lands in the
Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-region is generally less than permitted
use. Actual livestock use in many areas is below permitted use due to restrictions
placed on permittees and annual fluctuations in permittee operations. Although
no alternative specifically considers an increase in livestock grazing, under all
alternatives except Alternative C, the BLM and Forest Service would retain
flexibility to consider increases in livestock grazing on a case-by-case basis.
Increases would be dependent on permittee interest and rangeland conditions.
Increases in livestock grazing may be facilitated in GRSG habitat if there are
changes in management, such as changes to existing grazing management
systems, that optimize range conditions.

2.4 Summary Comparison of Alternatives

This section summarizes and compares the six alternatives (A through F) considered in the
EIS. To reduce the length and avoid confusion, only select meaningful differences (those
with the most potential to affect resources) among alternatives are summarized in this
section. Combined with the appendices and maps, Table 2-2, Comparative Summary of
Alternatives by Acres Allotted', and Table 2-3, Description of Alternatives, highlight the
meaningful differences among the alternatives relative to what they establish and where they
occur. All decisions in Table 2-3 are LUP-level decisions. Table 2-3 is intended to be a
summary table. For a detailed presentation of management actions by alternative, see Table
2-18.

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Gronse LUPA/ELS
October 2013

Chapter 2 — Alternatives 2-21



Idaho and Southwestern Montana

Draft LUPA/EIS
Table 2-2
Comparative Summary of Alternatives by Acres Allotted' (Within GRSG Habitat)
Reso e O 0 o
Reso B D
R esource
GRSG Habitat Areas (actes) Figure 2-1 | Figure 2-2 | Figure 2-3 | Figure 2-4 | Figure 2-5 | Figure 2-6
Planning Area Acres 30,254,200
BLM 12,730,000
Forest Service 17,524,200
Total GRSG Management Areas/Habitat 11,355,400 11,119,900| 11,119,900, 11,101,300 10,206,000 11,621,600
Zones:
BLM 9,260,100 9,260,100 9,260,100 9,244,000 9,297,300 9,7604,00
Forest Service 2,095,300 1,859,800 1,859,800 1,857,300 1,859,100 1,861,200
Core Habitat Zone? -—- - - - 4,824,900 -
BLM — — — -- 4,362,200 -
Forest Service - -- - -- 462,700 --
Preliminary Priority Management Area 8,260,900 8,229,500| 11,119,900 6,819,100 71,800 8,229,900
BLM 7,266,500 7,266,500 9,260,100 6,117,300 - 7,266,500
Forest Service 994,400 963,000 1,859,800 701,800 71,800 963,400
Preliminary General Management Area3 3,094,600, 2,890,400 - 2,934,100 3,516,300 2,891,500
BLM 1,993,600 1,993,600 — 2,036,800 2,565,900 1,993,700
Forest Service 1,101,000 896,800 -- 897,300 950,400 897,800
Preliminary Medial Management Area -- -- -- 1,348,100 -- --
BLM — - — 1,089,900 - -
Forest Service - -- - 258,200 -- --
Important Habitat Zone - - - - 2,743,400 -
BLM — - — — 2,369,200 -
Forest Service - -- - -- 374,200 --
General Habitat Zone - - - - 3,516,300 -
BLM -- -- -- -- 2,565,900 --
Forest Service - -- - -- 950,400 --
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Comparative Summary of Alternatives by Acres Allotted' (Within GRSG Habitat)

Resource or

Resource Use

Area$

Total Planning |Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative

Alternative Alternative

F

Preliminary Restoration Management Area* -- -- -- -- -- 500,200
BLM - -- - -- -- 500,200
Forest Service - - - - - 0

Resource Uses |

Livestock Grazing Figure 2-7| Fijgure 2-8| Figure 2-9| Figure 2-10| Figure 2-11| Figure 2-12
Acres open to all classes of livestock grazing 31,058,300 11,226,500 10,969,800 0/ 11,180,900| 10,940,600 11,451,640
(Total)
Acres open to all classes of livestock grazing 21,952,945| 9,310,600 9,220,100 0 9,267,500 9,257,300{ 9,200,300
(BLM)
Acres open to all classes of livestock grazing 9,105,400 1,915,900 1,749,700 0 1,913,400 1,683,300 1,751,000
(Forest Service)
Acres open to all classes of livestock grazing in - -- - - -- 500,200
Restoration Habitat (BLM)
Actres open to all classes of livestock grazing in -- - -- - - 140
Restoration Habitat (Forest Service)
Acres closed to all classes of livestock 65,200 61,800 11,009,900 65,200 61,800 61,800
grazing (Total)
Acres closed to all classes of livestock grazing 41,000 41,000 9,260,100 41,000 41,000 41,000
(BLM)
Acres closed to all classes of livestock grazing 24,200 20,800 1,749,800 24,200 20,800 20,800
(Forest Service)
Actes closed to all classes of livestock grazing - - - - - 0
in Restoration Habitat (BLM)
Actes closed to all classes of livestock grazing - - - - - 0
in Restoration Habitat (Forest Service)
Travel and Transportation Figure 2-13| Figure 2-14| Figure 2-15| Figure 2-16| Figure 2-17| Figure 2-18
Acres open to cross-county motorized travel 2,097,100 702,800 0 7,200 2,063,000 190,700
(Total)
Open to cross-country motorized travel (BLM) 2,097,100 702,800 - 7,2003 2,063,000 -
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Comparative Summary of Alternatives by Acres Allotted' (Within GRSG Habitat)

Resource or

Resource Use

Total Planning |Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative

Area$

Alternative

Alternative
F

Open to cross-country motorized travel in -- - -- - - 190,700

Restoration Habitat (BLM)

Actes closed to motorized travel (Total) 905,700 900,500 900,500 1,033,700 902,400 914,100
Closed to motorized travel (BLM) 905,700 900,500 900,500]  1,033,700> 902,400 900,600
Closed to motorized travel in Restoration - -- - - -- 13,500
Habitat (BLM)

Acres limited to existing or designated routes 6,926,400 9,317,000, 10,216,300 13,104,800 6,628,500\ 10,449,700

(Total)

Limited to existing roads and trails (BLM) 4,831,100  7,457,200{  8,356,500| 11,247,1005 4,841,200] 8,356,600

Limited to existing roads and trails in -- - -- - - 231,900

Restoration Habitat (BLM)

Limited to designated routes (Forest Service) 2,095,300|  1,859,800| 1,859,800 1,857,700 1,787,300 1,861,200
Total Acres 9,929,200 10,920,300 11,116,800 14,145,700 9,593,900 11,554,500
Lands and Realty (acres) Figure 2-19| Figure 2-20| Figure 2-21| Figure 2-22| Figure 2-23| Figure 2-24
Right-of-way (ROW) exclusion areas (Total) 1,010,900  8,263,200| 11,165,500 0 310,000, 8,263,200

Right-of-way (ROW) exclusion areas (BLM) 800,000 -] 9,260,100 0 208,200 7,266,500

Right-of-way (ROW) exclusion areas (Forest 210,900 -- 1,905,400 0 101,800 996,700

Service)

Right-of-way (ROW) exclusion areas in - - - - - 39,400

Restoration Habitat (BLM)

Right-of-way (ROW) exclusion areas in - - - - - 0

Restoration Habitat (Forest Service)

ROW exclusion with limited exceptions (BLM) - 7,266,500 -~ - - -

ROW exclusion with limited exceptions (Forest - 996,700 - - - -

Service)

Right-of-way (ROW) avoidance areas (Total) 1,903,400, 2,903,700 0| 11,407,900 8,479,600 2,920,900
ROW avoidance areas (BLM) 806,400 1,993,700 0 3,172,300 06,989,400] 1,993,700
ROW avoidance areas (Forest Service) 1,097,000 910,000 0 2,100,400 1,490,200 910.000
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Comparative Summary of Alternatives by Acres Allotted' (Within GRSG Habitat)

Resource or
Resource Use

Total Planning |Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative

Alternative Alternative

F

ROW avoidance areas in Restoration Habitat - -- - -- -- 17,100
(BLM)
ROW avoidance areas in Restoration Habitat -- -- -- - - 100
(Forest Service)
ROW avoidance with limited exclusion (BLM) - - - 6,135,200 - -
Utility Corridors (Total)
Utility corridors (BLM) 84,200 82,400 82,400 84,200 82,400 82,400
Utility corridors (Forest Service) 2,060 2,060 2,060 2,060 2,060 2,060
Utility corridors in Restoration Habitat (BLM) -~ - -~ - - 6,450
Utility corridors in Restoration Habitat (Forest - - - - - 0
Service)
Fluid Mineral Leasing (acres)’ Figure 2-25| Figure 2-26| Figure 2-27| Figure 2-28| Figure 2-29| Figure 2-30
Closed to fluid mineral leasing (Total) 1,319,300 9,830,600| 12,921,100 9,578,700 2,118,900, 9,864,300
BLM 1,254,000  9,793,400| 12,883,900 9,521,800 2,081,700] 9,794,500
Forest Service 65,300 37,200 37,200 56,900 37,200 37,200
Closed in Restoration Habitat (BLM) - - - - - 32,600
Closed in Restoration Habitat (Forest Setvice) -- - -- - - 0
Open to fluid mineral leasing (Total) 10,000,000| 2,809,300 364,100 362,770 9,023,200 3,313,700
BLM 8,000,000| 2,445,200 0 270 8,654,500 2,445,200
Forest Service 2,000,000 364,100 364,100 362,500 368,700 364,100
Open in Restoration Habitat (BLM) -- -- -- -- -- 504,400
Open in Restoration Habitat (Forest Service) - - - - - 0
Open to leasing subject to No Surface 1,394,000 685,700 360,400 949,400 1,458,500 691,540
Occupancy (NSO)
BLM 911,000 325,300 0 474,400 1,098,600 325,600
Forest Service 483,000 360,400 360,400 475,000 359,900 360,400
NSO in Restoration Habitat (BLM) -- -- -- -- -- 5,540
NSO in Restoration Habitat (Forest Service) -- -- -- -- -- 0
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Comparative Summary of Alternatives by Acres Allotted' (Within GRSG Habitat)

Resource or

Resource Use

A7

B

C

Total Planning |Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative

D

E

Alternative Alternative

F

Open to leasing subject to Controlled Sutface 747,200 763,880 762,300 969,600 765,440 764,020
Use (CSU)
BLM 1,700 1,580 0 207,400 1,940 1,580
Forest Service 745,500 762,300 762,300 762,200 763,500 762,300
CSU in Restoration Habitat (BLM) - - - - - 0
CSU in Restoration Habitat (Forest Service) - - - - - 140
Open to leasing subject to Timing 786,300 318,400 0 2,953,400 1,096,500 318,400
Limitations (TL)
BLM 781,000 318,400 0 2,953,400 1,096,500 318,400
Forest Service 5,300 0 0 0 0 0
TL in Restoration Habitat (BLM) -- - -- - - 0
TL in Restoration Habitat (Forest Service) -- -- -- -- -- 0
Locatable Minerals, Mineral Materials, and Figure 2-31| Figure 2-32| Figure 2-33| Figure 2-34| Figure 2-35| Figure 2-36
Non-Energy Solid Leasable Minerals (acres)
Locatable minerals - withdrawn or 621,300| 8,295,000| 10,939,800 621,300 620,100| 8,349,200
recommended for withdrawal
BLM 558,800|  7,380,200| 9,172,400 558,800 563,300] 7,380,200
Forest Service 62,500 914,800 1,767,400 62,500 56,800 914,800
BILM Restoration - -- - -- -- 54,200
Forest Service Restoration -- - -- - - 0
Closed to mineral materials disposal 707,200 8,251,300| 10,939,800 3,046,400 710,700 8,265,300
BLM 707,200|  7,368,600| 9,172,400 2,876,500 710,700 7,368,600
Forest Service 0 882,700| 1,767,400 169,900 0 882,700
Closed in Restoration Habitat (BLM) - - - - - 14,000
Closed in Restoration Habitat (Forest Service) - - - - - 0
Closed to non-energy mineral leasing 1,119,800, 8,304,600, 10,939,800 8,308,600 1,119,800 8,334,300
BLM 1,074,800 7,417,900 9,172,400 7,423,000 1,074,800 7,417,900
Forest Service 45,000 886,700| 1,767,400 885,600 45,000 886,700
Closed in Restoration Habitat (BLM) -- - -- - - 29,700
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Table 2-2
Comparative Summary of Alternatives by Acres Allotted' (Within GRSG Habitat)

Resource or Total Planning |Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative

Resource Use Areab C D E F

Special Designations

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern Figure 2-37, Figure 2-38 Figure 2-39

(acres, BLM only)

ACEC 426,700 463,700| 3,603,100 463,500 464,400 7,380,200
ACECs in Restoration Habitat (BLM) - -- -- - -- 3,460

Zoological Areas (acres, Forest Setvice only) Figure 2-40

Zoological Areas 0 0 0 0 0 408,033

Wilderness Study Areas

Wilderness Study Areas 519,800 510,100 780,500 519,600 512,900 524,200
BLM 519,300 510,000 773,400 519,100 512,800 510,000
Forest Service 500 70 7,100 500 70 70
BLM Restoration - -- - -- -- 14,100
Forest Service Restoration - -- - - -- 0

Source: BLM 2013a; Forest Service 2013a

I'Table presents acres of allocations within GRSG habitat. Actes outside occupied GRSG habitat are noted where applicable.

2Core Habitat under Alternative A is managed on BLM-administered lands in Montana only

3General Habitat under Alternative A is managed on BLM-administered lands in Montana only

*All acres in Restoration Habitat under Alternative I are outside occupied GRSG habitat and are presented separately in this table.

STravel management decisions under Alternative D in Idaho would apply to BLM-administered lands within the entire state of Idaho regardless of GRSG habitat; travel
management decisions under Alternative D in southwestern Montana would apply to only GRSG habitat in the Dillon Field Office.

%The planning area includes acres within both GRSG habitat and nonhabitat.

7Acres under Alternative A represent an overlay with PPH/PGH as well as the inclusion of several Forest Service GRSG management areas that are outside of

PPH/PGH.

Note: Figures referenced in this table are presented in Volume I of this DEIS.
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2.4.1 Description of Alternatives

Table 2-3, Description of Alternatives, summarizes the alternatives considered in this LUPA/EIS.

Alternative A

Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E Alternative F

No Action
Idaho NTT Report Environmental Citizen ~ Sub-Regional Interdisciplinary State Governor’s Environmental Citizen
BLM/Idaho Scope: BLM and Forest Group based Team developed alternative Alternative for Idaho and  Groups based alternative
Montana Forest  Service occupied habitat alternative + NTT Scope: Same as Alternative B. ~ Utah. Montana direction + NTT Report ‘Plus’
Service: in Idaho, Southwestern Report ‘Plus’ same as Alternative A. Scope: Same as

Montana and the Utah
portion of the Sawtooth
National Forest.

Compilation of all Alternative. B.
existing plans in
occupied habitat

for both BLM and

Forest Setvice.

Scope: Same as
Alternative B.

Scope: Same as
Alternative. B.

&‘*@3{, 2-28

portion of Utah is

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS
October 2013

Montana BLM
only: Dillon
ROD/RMP
Appendix X of
Dillon ROD/RMP
— GRSG
Management’
Idaho Occupied GRSG habitat ~ All occupied habitat is Occupied habitat is Idaho: Occupied habitat is Occupied habitat is
BLM/Idaho is categorized into categorized into categorized into PPMA, categorized Core Habitat categorized into PPMAs
Montana Forest  Preliminary Priority and PPMAs. PMMA and PGMAs. Zones, Important Habitat ~ and PGMAs. Additional
Setrvice: Preliminary General Montana contains only Zones and General unoccupied areas are
No delineation of Management Areas PPMAs and PGMAs; and Habitat Zones. Montana: identified as Preliminary
occupied GRSG (PPMA and PGMA). Utah contains only PPMAs. Same as Alternative A. Restoration Management
habitat. Utah: Sawtooth NF Atreas (PRMAs).



Alternative A
No Action

Montana BLM
only: Occupied
GRSG habitat
delineated and
identified as
ptiority habitat for
management, but
PPH or PGH not
delineated. FWP
Core habitat map
(now PPH) was
delineated in 2009
with BLM input
and is used for
Watershed
environmental
assessments
No disturbance
cap is managed
across the sub-
region.

Alternative B Alternative C
Montana BLM only:
Total in Dillon Field
Office PPMA =
1,369,300
Dillon Field
Office/BLM PPMA =
456,800
Total in Dillon Field
Office PGMA =
1,245,200
Dillon Field
Office/BLM PGMA =
221,600

The BLM and Forest
Service would apply a
three percent surface
disturbance cap on
anthropogenic
disturbances (not
including fire) in PPMA.

Same as Alternative B.

Idaho and Southwestern Montana
Draft LUPA/EIS

Alternative D Alternative E

occupied habitat within a
GRSG management area.

The BLM and Forest
Service would apply a
three percent surface
disturbance cap on fluid
mineral development in
CHZ in Idaho and a five
percent disturbance cap in
IHZ. No disturbance cap
would be applied in the
Montana or Utah portions
of the sub-region.

The BLM and Forest Service
would require no net
unmitigated loss of PPMA.

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/ELS
October 2013

Alternative F

The BLM and Forest
Setvice would apply a
three percent
disturbance cap on
surface disturbances
(including fire) in
PPMA.
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Alternative A
No Action

Idaho
BLM/Idaho
Montana Forest
Service:
Firefighter and
public safety are
the highest
priority. GRSG
habitat will be
prioritized
commensurate
with property
values and other
critical habitat to
be protected, with
the goal to restore,
enhance, and
maintain areas
suitable for GRSG.

Montana BLM
only: Emphasis on
firefighter and
public safety.
Decisions based
on relative values
to be protected
commensurate
with fire
management costs.

FAN
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Alternative B

In PPMA, prioritize
suppression, immediately
after life and property, to

conserve the habitat.

In PGMA, priotitize
suppression where
wildfires threaten
PPMA.

Alternative C

Same as Alternative B.

Alternative D

Prioritize firefighter and
public safety, followed by
suppression of fires in PPMA,
with consideration given to
threatened and endangered
species habitat.
Implement as “required design
features”, the measures
identified in Appendix K.

Implement RDFs

PPMA is the highest priority

for suppression.

Alternative E

In Idaho, prioritize
suppression in GRSG
habitats immediately after
human safety and structutre
protection. In Utah,
address fire by natural
ignition as a serious threat.

In CHZ and IHZ, develop
a wildfire suppression plan
that improves on the fire
suppression baseline.

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS
October 2013

Alternative F

Same as Alternative B



Alternative A
No Action

Approximately
777,000 acres
managed with
considerations to
wildlife habitat, air
quality and
Threatened and
endangered
species.
Idaho
BLM/Idaho
Montana Forest
Service: Design
projects to
minimize the size
of wildfire and
prevent the further
loss of sagebrush.

Montana BLM
only: Restore and
maintain desired
ecological
conditions and fuel
loadings. Evaluate
benefits against
loss of sagebrush
in NEPA process.
Do not burn
Wyoming

Alternative B

In PPMA, implement
fuel treatments with an
emphasis on protecting

existing sagebrush
ecosystems, including
targeted grazing. Do not
reduce sagebrush canopy
cover to less than 15
percent.

Develop a fuels
management strategy.

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/ELS

Alternative C Alternative D

Same as Alternative B. ~ Design and implement fuels

treatments with an emphasis
on maintaining, protecting,
and expanding sagebrush
ecosystems. Strategically place
treatments on a landscape
scale to prevent fire from
spreading into PPMA or WUL

Revegetate green strips with
native fire resistant/resilient

species.

Develop a fuels management
strategy.

October 2013

Idaho and Southwestern Montana
Draft LUPA/EIS

Alternative E Alternative F

Inmplement specific, more
aggressive wildlife and
invasive species
management practices to
prevent further
encroachment into the
CHZ and THZ. In Utah,
create and implement a
statewide fire agency
agreement(s) that will
eliminate jurisdictional
boundaties and allow for
immediate response to
natural fire in PPMA.

Same as Alternative B.
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_ Altematlye A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E Alternative F
No Action
. sagebrush.
Idaho Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A; Same as Alternative A; in Actively manage exotic Same as Alternative A; in
BLM/Idaho in addition: Treat addition: implement weed undesirable species addition restrict activities
Montana Forest infested areas focusing management actions for sufficient to prevent that spread invasives.
Service: on mechanical noxious and invasive species invasion into areas
Implement treatment before the populations impacting or providing GRSG habitat. ~ Treat invasives after fire
noxious weed and use of herbicides. threatening GRSG habitat. in sagebrush habitat.
invasive species
control using Do not graze infested Ensure that soil and
integrated weed areas until native plants are at Ecological
management in vegetation is restored. Potential in GRSG
cooperation with habitat to reduce
State and Federal Quarantine livestock vulnerability of invasion.
agencies, counties before entering public
and private lands when coming
landowners. from infested areas.
Montana BLM

only: Implement
noxious weed and
invasive species
control, using
integrated weed
management, in
cooperation with
state and federal
agencies, counties,
and private
landowners

(ROD, p. 49,

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS
October 2013

FAN
\@Q?’ 2-32



Alternative A
No Action

Action 11.).
Emphasize control
in occupied PR
and GRSG
breeding habitat.
Idaho
BLM/Idaho
Montana Forest
Setvice:
Continue to
manage existing
and proposed
infrastructure
projects and rights-
of-way under
cutrent guidance.

Montana BLM
only: ROW
avoidance areas
designated on
123,300 acres;
ROW exclusion
areas designated
on 6,470 actes

Retention Lands:
31,645 acres of
PPH; 25,419 acres
of PGH

Alternative B

ROW Exclusion in
PPMA.

No new authotrizations
in PPMA unless
development occurs
within existing
developed footprint.

Alternative C Alternative D

Same as Alternative B. Manage PPMA as ROW

avoidance areas and exclusion
areas for wind and solar
development. New
authorizations in PPMA for
the following uses are not
allowed: Transmission
facilities (greater than 50kV in
size), wind energy testing and
development, commercial
solar development,
commercial geothermal
development, nuclear
development, oil and gas
development, mineral
development, airports, and
ancillary facilities associated
with any of the
aforementioned development;
paved roads and graded gravel
roads, landfills, airports, and
hydroelectric projects.
Communication sites would
be allowed.

Idaho and Southwestern Montana
Draft LUPA/EIS

Alternative E Alternative F

Core and Important areas
identified as ROW
avoidance areas. Core areas
— no new infrastructure
except for in place
upgrades. Important areas
— new infrastructure can be
authorized if specific
criteria are met.

Same as Alternative B.

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/ELS

October 2013
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Alternative A
No Action

Disposal Lands:
426 acres of PPH;
2,191 acres of
PGH
Idaho
BLM/Idaho
Montana Forest
Service: Restore
vegetation to
benefit multiple
uses. Promote the

of native

species where
possible.

Montana BLM
only: Restore
vegetation to

benefit multiple
uses. Promote the
use of native
species where

possible.

See ROD pg. 51
Actions 3, 12, 14
and Appendix X of

Dillon
ROD/RMP.

Alternative B

Restore native plants to
benefit GRSG. Require
use of native species
when available.

Alternative C

Same as Alternative B;
in addition restore
exotic seedings to

Alternative D

Implement rehabilitation
projects in areas that have
potential to improve GRSG
habitat.

expand occupied

habitats.

Use chemical, mechanical, and
seeding treatments with
appropriate native plant

materials to stabilize sites and
prevent dominance of
invasive, annual vegetation,
and noxious weeds.

Idaho and Southwestern Montana
Draft LUPA/EIS

Alternative E Alternative F

Same as Alternative B; in
addition: exclude
livestock from burned
areas until woody

vegetation reestablishes.

Prioritize the removal of
conifers through methods
approptiate for the terrain
and most likely to facilitate
expeditious GRSG

population and habitat
Ensure vegetation

recovery..
treatments restore native

Establish establish a plants and create
mitigation bank of GRSG landscape patterns that
benefit GRSG. Avoid

habitation restoration
projects that future
development projects
would repay through
compensatory mitigation
requirements.

sagebrush reduction
treatments.

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS
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AlternatlYe A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E Alternative F
No Action
Idaho BLM, Apply conservation Same as Alternative B.  Use RDFs as Conditions of Idaho: Apply BMPs to Same as Alternative B
Idaho measures through LUP Approval (COAs) for post- drilling permits in CHZ
Montana/Forest implementation leasing actions, such as surface  and IHZ, as appropriate.
Service: decisions. Do not allow use plan of operations, Leases in CHZ & IHZ
Continue to new surface occupancy application for permit to drill, subject to NSOs.
manage under on federal leases within or master development plan. Utah: Allow leasing in
cutrent guidance. PPMA. Limit surface PPMA, subject to CSUs
disturbance to 3% within and TLs
Montana BLM priority habitat, while
only: When leases recognizing valid
expire apply existing rights.
oil and gas
stipulations listed
in Table 5 pg. 44
of Dillon Field
Office ROD/RMP
also refer to
Appendix K and
M in Dillon
ROD/RMP.
Currently no
development.
Idaho Close PPMA to leasing. ~ Same as Alternative B Areas of no and low potential In CHZ and IHZ, lands Upon expiration or
BLM/Idaho Manage PGMA the and no new leases or in PPMA and PMMA for the  are open to leasing subject termination of existing
Montana Forest same as under permits issued in discovery of fluid minerals ate to NSO stipulations in . leases, do not accept
Service: Alternative A. PPMA. closed to leasing. An exception may be made nominations/expressions
Continue to if it can be shown that of interest for parcels
manage under Areas of moderate and high proposed development within PPMA Manage
potential in PPMA and would not cause GRSG PGMA and PRMA the

current guidance.

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/ELS
October 2013
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Altematlfre A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E Alternative F
No Action
Some LUPs PMMA for the discovery of populations to decline. In same as under
include a fluid minerals are open to Utah PPMA, lands are Alternative A.
management leasing subject to CSU, timing ~ open subject to CSU and
action that restrictions in breeding and TL stipulations.
prohibits surface winter habitat, disturbance
disturbing or other density not to exceed 1/640
disruptive within acres, maximum 3%
GRSG breeding disturbance/section, 0.6-mile
and nesting habitat NSO stipulation around
within a certain occupied or undetermined
distance and status leks. Consider use of
between certain low profile
dates. structures/ facilities.
Montana BLM PGMA is open to leasing
only: Current oil subject to timing limitations in
and gas breeding and winter habitat,
stipulations listed 0.6-mile NSO stipulation near
in Table 5 pg. 44 occupied and undetermined
of Dillon Field status leks, and
Office implementation of appropriate
ROD/RMP. BMPs.
Conservation
actions also in
Appendix X of
Dillon
ROD/RMP.
Idaho PPMA recommended  Same as Alternative B. No additional areas Same as Alternative A. Same As Alternative A.
BLM/Idaho for withdrawal from recommended for withdrawal.
Montana Forest mineral entry. Ensure compliance with

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS
October 2013
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Alternative A
No Action

Setvice:
Continue to
manage under
cutrent guidance.
Procedures and
standards are
established to
ensure that
operators and
mining claimants
meet their
obligation to
ptrevent undue or
unnecessary
degradation and to
reclaim disturbed
areas.

Montana BLM
Only: 2,520 acres
PPH
recommended for

withdrawal,

320 acres PGH
recommended for
withdrawal.
Idaho
BLM/Idaho
Montana Forest

Alternative B

Existing claims would be
subject to buyout or
validity examination.

Make additional effective
mitigation mandatory
conditions of approval
in PPMA.

Close PPMA to mineral
materials. Manage
PGMA the same as

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/ELS

Alternative C

Same as Alternative B.

Alternative D

regulations in 43 CFR 3809
and 36 CFR 228 to prevent
unnecessary and undue
degradation (from WO IM
2012-044).

No new authotizations
would be approved within 3
km (1.86 miles) of occupied

October 2013

Alternative E

In Idaho, same as
Alternative A. In Utah, Alternative B. In PGMA
PPMA would be open to and PRMA, same as

Alternative F

In PPMA, same as
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Alternative A
No Action

Service:
Continue to
manage under
current guidance.
Most BLM- and
Forest Service-
administered land
in Idaho is
available for
consideration of
mineral material
disposal, however
existing guidance
in many of the
LUPs in the
planning area
encourages the use
of existing disposal
sites until the
material is
depleted.

Montana BLM

SOP for Mineral

material sites pg.
169 of Dillon
ROD/RMP

30,300 acres PPH

FAN
§Q¢ﬁ 2-38

only: Appendix N.

Alternative B

under Alternative A.

Restore salable mineral
pits no longer in use to
meet GRSG habitat

conservation objectives.

Alternative C

Alternative D

leks. Newly authorized
disposals would be subject to
seasonal timing restrictions
and BMPs, as appropriate.
Sales from existing community
pits within PPMA would be
subject to seasonal timing
restrictions.

Restore salable mineral pits no
longer in use to meet GRSG
habitat conservation
objectives.

Idaho and Southwestern Montana
Draft LUPA/EIS

Alternative E

mineral and impacts would
be ameliorated or limited
through the use of the
general stipulations
identified in the GRSG

section.

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS
October 2013
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Alternative A
No Action

closed to mineral
material disposal

22,600 acres PGH
closed to mineral
material disposal.

Idaho
BLM/Idaho
Montana Forest
Setvice:
Continue to
manage under
cutrent guidance.

Montana BLM
only: All lands in
Dillon Field Office
available for
development of
leasable solid
minerals except
124,200 acres Bear
trap Wilderness
and 9 WSA’s
Rod/RMP pg. 444
Idaho
BLM/Idaho
Montana Forest
Service:
Continue to

Alternative B

No new leases in PPMA.

For existing non-energy
leasable mineral leases in
PPMA, in addition to
the solid minerals RDFs
(Appendix C), follow

Alternative C

Same as Alternative B.

Same as Alternative B.

Alternative D

No new leases in PPMA and
PMMA. PGMA is available
for leasing subject to CSU and
TL stipulations.

In all areas require timing
restrictions (seasonal and
daily) and approptiate BMPs.

Alternative E

In Idaho, same as
Alternative A. In Utah,
consider leasing, but limit
or ameliorate impacts from
mineral leasing and
development through the
use of the general
stipulations identified in
the GRSG section

Same as Alternative A.

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/ELS
October 2013

Alternative F

In PPMA, same as
Alternative B. In PGMA
and PRMA, same as
Alternative A.

Same as Alternative B.
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AlternatlYe A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E Alternative F
No Action
manage under the same RDFs applied
current guidance. to Fluid Minerals.
Montana BLM
only: Phosphate-
Only one, may not
be active any
longer, Not in
PPH or PGH
Idaho In PPMA only permit Same as Alternative A. SRPs and Forest Service In Utah habitat, limit or Same as Alternative B;
BLM/Idaho special uses that are Recreation Special Use ameliorate impacts from also sesonally prohibit
Montana Forest neutral or beneficial to Permits would be analyzed on recreation activities camping and other non-
Service: Consider GRSG. a case-by-case basis to through the use of the motirzed recteation
BLM SRPs and minimize impacts on GRSG general stipulations. within 4 miles of active
leks.

Forest Service and/or habitat.

Recreation Special
Use Permits on a
case-by-case basis.

Montana BLM
only: Seven
outfitter permit
areas identified. Pg.
54 ROD/RMP -
Authorize special
recreation permits
(SRPs) in
accordance with
SRPH 2930-1, no
Actes excluded

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS
October 2013
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Alternative A
No Action

from SRPs.
Idaho
BLM/Idaho
Montana Forest
Service: Continue
to manage under
current guidance.
Most areas open to
OHV use.
Montana BLM
areas are limited to
designated routes.

Montana BLM
only: All
motorized travel
restricted to
designated routes.

There are 920
miles of designated
routes in PPH and
400 miles in PGH.

No off-road travel
allowed by the
public
Idaho
BLM/Idaho
Montana Forest

Alternative B

Designate all occupied
habitat as limited to
existing roads and trails
until travel management
planning is completed.

At that time, all occupied

habitat would be limited
to designated routes.

Incorporate GRSG
habitat objectives into all
BLM and Forest Service

Alternative C

Same as Alternative B
(same as Alternative A
for Forest Setvice-
administered lands).

No authorized grazing
within occupied
GRSG habitat.

Alternative D Alternative E

Same as Alternative B, in
addition existing designated

In Idaho, same as
Alternative B.

OHYV open “play” areas In Utah habitat, PPMA
would remain open. with nesting and winter
habitat would be managed

at least as limited to
existing or designated
roads and trails depending
on whether the aera has
undergone Travel
Management Planning.

Prioritize allotments for
permit renewal and review
where GRSG populations

Within grazing allotments
containing GRSG habitat,
incorporate grazing

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/ELS
October 2013

Alternative F

Same as Alternative B.

Same as Alternative B; in
addition, reduce
authorized grazing by
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Alternative A

] Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E Alternative F
No Action
Service: Continue grazing permits and Grazing will remain management measures are declining. 25% within occupied
to manage under Allotment Management unchanged in areas designed to meet GRSG GRSG habitat.
current guidance.  Plans (AMPs) in priority outside of occupied habitat objectives through Adjust grazing permits
Consider changes areas. GRSG habitat. AMPs, grazing permit renewal  during the renewal process
in grazing ot permit modification to include measutes to

processes. achieve desired habitat
conditions if livestock
grazing is found to be

management on a
case-by-case basis.

Montana BLM limiting the achievement
Only: Continue to of the habitat
manage under characteristics.

cutrent guidance.
Consider changes
in grazing
management on a
case-by-case basis.

&‘*@3{, 2-42

456,100 acres PPH
available for
livestock grazing
212,200 acres
PGH available for
grazing
Idaho Same as Alternative A.  Designate and manage Same as Alternative A. Same as Alternative A. Designate and manage
BLM/Idaho ACEC:s to function as ACECs (BLM) and
Montana Forest sagebrush reserves to GRSG Zoological Areas
Service: No conserve GRSG. (Forest Service) to
existing ACECs function as sagebrush
include GRSG as a reserves to conserve

relevant and

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS

October 2013

GRSG.



Idaho and Southwestern Montana
Draft LUPA/EIS

Alternative A

. Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E Alternative F
No Action

important value.
Maintain
designation of 53
existing ACECs
containing 325,000
actes of occupied
GRSG habitat.

Montana BLM
Only: No existing
ACECs include
GRSG as a
relevant and
important value.
Maintain
designation of
existing ACECs,
including
35,361 acres
overlapping PPH
and 1,476 acres
overlapping PGH.

No adaptive Develop adaptive Same as Alternative B. Use habitat and population Use hard and soft Same as Alternative B.
management management strategy. triggers to adjust management population and habitat
strategy. in PMMA. All management triggers to adjust
identified for PPMAs would =~ management in Important
apply to PMMAs in response Habitat Zones (IHZ).
to triggers. Management from Core
Habitat Zones (CHZ),

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/ELS
October 2013
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Alternative A

] Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E Alternative F
No Action
primarily for infrastructure,
would apply to IHZ in
response to triggers.
No comprehensive  Develop comprehensive — Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative B. Utilize lek monitoring and Same as Alternative B.
monitoring monitoring strategy. habitat monitoring to
strategy. annually assess adaptive
management triggers.
No comprehensive Develop mitigation Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative B. Utilize State Mitigation Same as Alternative B.
mitigation strategy. strategy to reduce Framework to help
impacts from activities determine appropriate
to GRSG (Appendix F). mitigation for projects in
CHZ.

1Appendix X of Dillon ROD/RMP - Consetvation measures delineated in the Montana GRSG conservation strategy developed by a joint working group will be considered and used as
the basis for conserving GRSG populations through implementation of the Dillon RMP.

2Yeatly coordination meetings are held between cooperating agencies that have fire suppression responsibilities. At that meeting updates to priority suppression areas are discussed and
maps distributed showing priority suppression areas (i.e., GRSG habitat PPH, PGH, Core Habitat)
3Dillon Field Office cutrently has no level of development, all leases post ROD/RMP in 2006 have stipulations applied. (a hold was put on leases during RMP revision, thetefore leases
prior to ROD in 2006 will be up to expire as soon as 2014.) Last Geophysical exploration was in 2008, nothing has been developed on those leases since the exploration.
Recommendation is to have additional/more testrictive stipulations, or NSO in PH/Core habitat.
°  Appendix M of Dillon ROD/RMP. Procedures in Oil and Gas Recovery states: pg. 156 pp6 “In areas where oil and gas development may conflict with other
resources, the areas may be closed to leasing.”
Apply NSO in Priority Habitat?
Appendix X of Dillon ROD/RMP. pg. 210 includes consetvation actions for Mining and Energy Development.
4Pg 44, last pp. “ Make lands in planning area available for geothermal leasing, unless in wilderness or WSA, or in instances where it is determined that issuing the lease would cause
unnecessaty or undue degradation to public lands and resources.”
5Existing withdrawals may or may not be mineral withdrawal PPH =17,752 acres PGH = 6859 acres
6Accept consider and analyze applications for recreational activity that requires a SRP other than outfitted hunting on a case-by-case basis. WSA — PPH = 20,161 acres and PGH=20,162
acres.

Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region Greater Sage-Grouse LUPA/EIS
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2.5 Preferred Alternative
2.5.1 Consideration for Selecting a Preferred Alternative

The alternatives offer a range of discrete strategies for resolving deficiencies in existing
management, exploring opportunities for enhanced management, and addressing issues
identified through internal assessment and public scoping related to maintaining or
increasing GRSG abundance and distribution on BLM- and Forest Service-administered
lands. Comments submitted by other government agencies, public organizations, state and
tribal entities, and interested individuals were given careful consideration. Public scoping
efforts enabled the BLM and Forest Service to identify and shape significant issues
pertaining to GRSG habitat: wildfire, invasive species, energy development and
infrastructure, livestock grazing (including livestock-related infrastructure), recreation,
disease (West Nile Virus), potential ACECs, public land access, and other program areas.
Cooperating agencies reviewed and provided comments at critical intervals during the
alternative development process, as well as the EIS process in general.

Planning regulations require the BLM and Forest Service to identify a preferred alternative in
the draft LUPA/EIS. Formulated by the planning team, the preferred alternative represents
those goals, objectives, and actions determined to be most effective at resolving planning
issues and balancing resource use at this stage of the process. While collaboration is critical
in developing and evaluating alternatives, the final designation of a preferred alternative
remains the exclusive responsibility of the BLM and Forest Service.

2.5.2 Identification of the Preferred Alternative

Identifying a Preferred Alternative(s) does not indicate any final decision commitments from
the BLM or the Forest Service. In developing the Proposed LUPA/Final EIS, which is the
next phase of the planning process, the decision maker may select various goals, objectives,
allocations and management prescriptions from each of the alternatives analyzed in the Draft
LUPA/EIS. The Proposed LUPA/Final EIS may also reflect changes and adjustments
based on comments received on the Draft LUPA/EIS, new information, or changes in BLM
or Forest Service policies or priorities. The BLM and Forest Service have the discretion to
select, as the Proposed LUPA, an alternative in its entirety or to combine aspects of the
various alternatives presented in this Draft LUPA/EIS. This allows the BLM and Forest
Service to select the best management strategy that incorporates appropriate conservation
measures into existing LUPs to conserve, enhance, and restore GRSG habitat by reducing,
eliminating, or minimizing threats to that habitat and meets resource needs within the Idaho
and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region, in accordance with the agencies’ mandates for
multiple use and sustained yield.

Alternatives D and E have been identified as co-Preferred Alternatives for the purposes of
public comment and review. These alternatives each have different strengths that reduce,
eliminate or minimize threats to GRSG and their habitat and the BLM and Forest Service
are considering the management guidance described within each of these alternatives as ways
to respond to GRSG threats within the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Region.
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Alternative D provides LUP guidance and conservation measures for all BLM and Forest
Service managed programs that affect GRSG or their habitat. It provides a consistent
approach to BLM and Forest Service management within the entire sub-region. It is also
consistent with existing regulations and policy.

Alternative E primarily provides LUP guidance for the primary threats in Idaho — wildfire,
invasive species and infrastructure development. It also includes LUP guidance for some
other BLM and Forest Service programs which affect GRSG or their habitat. This
alternative also includes four foundational elements: habitat zones; conservation areas;
population objectives; and adaptive triggers.

Alternatives D and E have both categorize GRSG habitat into three delineations
(management areas in Alternative D and habitat zones in Alternative E) which differentiate
them from the other alternatives analyzed in the Draft LUPA/EIS. In Alternative D, the
management areas are PPMA, PGMA, and PMMA. In Alternative E, the habitat zones are
CHZ, IHZ and GHZ.

The BLM used the impact analysis, along with knowledge of specific issues raised
throughout the planning process; recommendations from the tribes, cooperating agencies,
and BLM and Forest Service resource specialists; consideration of planning criteria; and
anticipated resolution of resource conflicts to identify Alternatives D and E as co-Preferred
Alternatives from the suite of alternatives analyzed. Specifically, the selection of the co-
Preferred Alternatives was based on the following:

e Satisfaction of statutory requirements;

e Achievement of BLM goals and policies;

e Achievement of the purpose and need;

e Provision of an acceptable approach to addressing key planning issues; and

e Consideration of cooperating agencies and BLLM specialists’ recommendations.

2.6 Detailed Description of Alternatives

No single factor is the cause of declining GRSG populations. However, the 2010 Finding
identified threats that have adversely affected the number of GRSG and the amount,
distribution, and quality of their habitat (USFWS 2010a). The principle regulatory
mechanism for BLM and Forest Service management of GRSG and their habitat is
conservation measures in LUPs.

The following description of alternatives includes two integral components to thoroughly
describe the individual alternatives: a text description of individual components that require
a more thorough description in order to adequately describe that aspect of the proposed
management; and a management actions table that describes specific goals, objectives, and
management actions associated with each alternative. These two pieces are not stand alone
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components and are meant to be taken together to describe the management approach in
each alternative.

2.6.1 Alternative A — No Action

Development of the No Action Alternative

BLM and Forest Service staff within the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-region
reviewed the 29 LUPs being amended by this LUPA/EIS for resource program goals,
objectives, and management actions that influence GRSG and their habitat. The 29 LUPs
address the management of GRSG and their habitat in varying levels of detail and
management specificity. In general, the more recent LUPs provide more specific
management actions and restrictions on disturbing GRSG and their habitat. The older LUPs
contain a more general type of adaptive management for GRSG and their habitat.

For the Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-region, the BLM and Forest Service
determined certain resource programs (as described in Appendix C of the BLM Land Use
Planning Handbook) do not contain goals, objectives, and management actions that directly
influence GRSG and their habitat. Consequently, the resource programs listed below are not
discussed further under the No Action Alternative (the present management direction and
current prevailing conditions for managing GRSG and their habitat):

e Resource: air, soil and water, cultural resources, paleontology, visual resources,
wilderness characteristics, cave and karst resources.

e Resource use: forestry and oil shale.

The remaining resource programs not listed above contain a mixture of goals, objectives,
and management actions that influence GRSG and their habitat. These constitute the
present management direction and current prevailing conditions for managing GRSG and
their habitat in the areas covered by the 29 Idaho and Sou